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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  agricultural/appropriation  bill.  Senate 
committee  reported  custom  livestock  slaughtering/bill.  Rep.  Findley  urged  setting 
of  wheat  referendum  date.  Rep.  Kluozynski  inserted  USDA's  letter  on  allegations 
of  inadequate  imported  meat  inspection  Rep/ Mahon  inserted  "'budget  score- 
keeping"1  report. 


SENATE 

1.  MEAT  INSPECTION;  SLAUGHTERING.  The  Committee  on  i^riculture  and  Forestry 

reported  with  amendment S.  3592  to  clarify  the  provisions  relating  to 
custom  slaughtering  operations  (Rept.  No.  91-915).  \.  S8347 

2.  CONSERVATION;  ENVIRONMENT.  Sen.  McGee  stated  that  he  fa\ors  a  fresh 

approach  to  envi/onmental  discussion,  dropping  the  verbiage  in  vogue 
in  preference  for  the  practical  approach  of  Wyoming  writerXMike  Leon, 
p.  S8377-78 
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3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  H.  R.  17923,  the 
agricultural  appropriations  bill  for  FY  71  (H.  Rept.  No.  91-1161). 

(A  copy  of  the  report  will  be  attached  to  the  next  Digest.)  p.  H5183 
Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  17867,  making  appropriations  for 
Foreign  Assistance  for  FY  71.  pp.  H5101-45 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  17868,  the  D. C.  appropriations  bill 
for  FY  71.  pp.  H5089- 100 

During  the  debate  on  the  Foreign  Assistance  appropriation  bill. 

Rep.  Mahon  discussed  the  importance  of  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
and  the  ways  that  it  touches  the  lives  of  all  Americans,  pp.  H5108-9 


4.  SOLID  WASTE;  LOANSs.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported, 

with  amendment,  H.\R.  11833,  amending  the  Solid  Waste/Disposal  Act  to 
provide  financial  assistance  for  the  construction  oz  solid  waste  disposal 
facilities  (H.  Rept.  No.  91-1155).  p.  H5182  / 

5.  CONSERVATION.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  a  rupfe  for  the  consideration 

of  H.  R.  15361,  establishing  the  Youth  Conservation  Corps  pilot 
program,  p.  H5182  \  / 

6.  RIVER  BASINS.  Agreed  to  the  Se\ate  amendments  to  H.  R.  15166,  authorizing 

additional  appropriations  for  flood  control  projects  in  certain 
comprehensive  river  basin  plans.  \This  bill  now  goes  to  the  President, 
pp.  H5145-48  \/ 

7.  ECONOMY.  Rep.  Patman  urged  the  President  to  roll  back  interest  rates  and 

inserted  a  copy  of  P.  L.  91- 151,;  a  copy \of  his  letter  to  the  President 
requesting  a  meeting,  and  a  radio  interview  on  current  economic  trends, 
pp.  H5 15 1-56  /  \ 

8.  LOANS.  Rep.  Roth  discussed  the  current  issue \f  "Catalog  of  Federal 

Domestic  Assistance"  and  urged  the  passage  of  Hy  R.  17112,  the  proposed 
Program  Information  Act.  pp.  H5167-8  \ 

9.  ENVIRONMENT.  Rep.  Saylor  commended  Field  and  Stream\on  its  75th  anniversary 

and  inserted  several  articles  from  its  anniversary  issue  on  the  future  of 
man's  environment,  pp.  H5172-7  \ 
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91st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  j  No.  91-1161 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1971 


June  4,  1970. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  17923] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
1971.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1971  budget,  pages 
107-201,  891-897,  998-1003,  1056,  1057,  1071-1074,  and  budget 
amendments  contained  in  House  Document  91-305  dated  April  13, 
197°. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  general  operations  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration.  Title  I  includes  the 
regular  continuing  programs  of  the  Department,  such  as  research; 
disease  and  pest  control;  inspection  of  meat,  poultry,  and  other  foods; 
school  lunch,  milk,  and  food  stamp  programs;  overseas  agricultural 
[services;  regulation  of  commodity  markets;  policing  of  packers  and 
stockyards;  State  Experiment  Stations  and  Extension  Services;  assist¬ 
ance  to  farm  cooperatives;  soil  and  water  conservation;  crop  reports; 
marketing  services;  enforcement  of  the  program  for  licensing  and 
control  of  laboratory  animals;  and  various  service  and  staff  offices. 
Title  II  includes  the  credit  programs  for  rural  electrification  and  rural 
telephones,  and  the  various  loan  and  grant  programs  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  Title  III  includes  Federal  Crop  Insurance. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  foreign  assistance  programs, 
Title  IV  includes  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

A  summary  of  the  budget  requests  and  amounts  recommended  by 
the  Committee  follows.  A  detailed  breakdown  by  individual  appro¬ 
priations  appears  at  the  end  of  the  report. 
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Budget 

request 

Recommended 
in  bill 

Change 

Title  1— General  activities . 

Title  1 1— Credit  agencies _ _ _ _ 

Title  III— Corporations  (including  Public  Law  480  and  other  assist¬ 
ance  programs. . 

Title  IV— Related  agencies . 

$2, 649,  897,  500 
574, 198, 000 

4, 307, 680, 000 
(4, 226, 000) 

$2,954, 986,150 
623, 522, 000 

3, 827, 680,  000 
(4,  054, 000) 

+$305, 088, 650 
+49,324,000 

-480, 000, 000 
(-172, 000) 

Total . . . 

7, 531,775,500 

7,406,188,150 

-125,587,350 

The  Impact  of  Agriculture 


For  several  years  many  on  the  Committee  have  considered  changing 
the  title  of  this  bill.  The  current  title,  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Bill,  has  never  adequately  conveyed 
the  full  range  of  effects  on  all  the  American  people. 

Some,  but  not  enough,  people  know  that  the  few  on  the  farm  free 
the  rest  of  us  to  provide  the  machines  and  gadgets  of  modern-day 
living.  Many  people  do  not  stop  to  realize  that  those  who  have/"' 
left  the  farm  have  been  replaced  by  machines  and  expensive  materials ;  v 
and  that  the  man  on  the  farm  has  to  have  sufficient  income  to  buy 
the  machines,  equipment,  chemicals  and  other  materials;  otherwise 
many  people  now  in  our  cities,  who  make  the  machines,  would  have 
to  go  back  to  the  farm  as  we  saw  in  the  depression  of  the  late  20’s 
and  30’s. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  identified  with  5.1  percent  of  our 
people  on  the  farm,  in  reality  represents  the  94.9  percent  of  the 
nonfarmers  more  closely  than  does  any  other  department,  for  it 
represents  the  source  of  food,  clothing  and  shelter  for  all  Americans, 
and  further,  represents  the  largest  individual  market  for  labor  and 
industry. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY 


We  might  term  this  “an  appropriation  for  protection  of  the  public 
health,”  for  it  carries  funds  for  inspection  of  the  meats  and  vegetables 
which  go  on  our  tables.  Funds  are  included  in  this  bill  to  provide 
for  inspection  of  100  percent  of  the  red  meat  marketed  in  the  United 
States  for  the  first  time  in  our  history.  This  same  goal  will  soon  be 
reached  for  poultry. 

The  bill  strengthens  and  improves  the  programs  for  the  control  o 
pests  and  pestilence,  which  has  contributed  so  much  to  the  improve¬ 
ments  in  our  food  supply.  Conversely,  the  bill  includes  major  increases 
for  the  development  and  control  of  more  efficient  pesticides.  This 
includes  additional  staff  for  recently  completed  major  pesticide 
laboratories  at  Gainesville,  Florida;  College  Station,  Texas;  Stoneville, 
Mississippi;  Durant,  Oklahoma;  and  Savannah,  Georgia.  The  bill 
includes  $5.3  million  for  the  enforcement  of  pesticide  regulations 
including  the  teams  ready  to  move  to  determine  the  facts  when 
unfortunate  pesticide  accidents  do  occur. 

The  total  recommended  for  pesticides  research  and  regulation  in 
1971  has  nearly  doubled  since  1963  as  shown  on  the  following  table: 
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ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  PESTICIDES  RESEARCH  AND  REGULATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 

OF  AGRICULTURE,  1963-19711 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item  1963  1964  1965  1966  1967  1968  1969  1970  1971 


Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research .  19,198  23,942  38,812  40,206  41,640  41,865  43,176  45,549  47,109 

Plant  and  animal 
disease  and  pest 

control. .  28,289  28,646  33,769  35,994  40,621  40,833  41,710  45,297  46,098 


Total,  Salaries  and 

expenses .  47,487  52,588  72,581  76,200  82,261  82,698  84,886  90,846  93,207 

ooperative  State  Research 
Service:  Payments  and 

.‘expenses .  4,621  4,768  11,010  9,330  9,409  8,977  9,417  9,420  9,975 


Extension  Service: 

Payments  and  expenses: 

Payments  to  States  and 

Puerto  Rico... .  1,805  1,900  3,895  3,990  4,142  4,180  4,180  4,370  4,750 

Federal  Extension 

Service .  95  100  205  210  218  220  220  230  250 


Total,  Extension 

Service .  1,900  2,000  4,100  4,200  4,360  4,400  4,400  4,600  5,000 

Economic  Research  Service . . . .  500  500  500  512  528  460  460 

Forest  Service:  Forest  protection 

and  utilization .  1,800  2,000  3,400  3,500  3,700  3,900  4,100  4,100  4,100 


Total,  pesticides  research 

and  regulation .  55,808  61,356  91,591  93,730  100,230  100,487  103,331  109,426  112,742 


i  Includes  obligations  for  pesticides  research  and  regulation  which  relate  to  pollution  and  which  are  included  in  the 
table  on  pollution  research,  abatement,  and  control. 

THE  ECONOMY 

Or  perhaps  we  should  term  this  a  bill  “for  the  protection  of  industry 
and  labor,”  since  those  few,  the  approximately  5  percent  left  on  the 
farm  have  had  to  substitute  huge  investments  in  machinery  and 
equipment  for  those  who  have  moved  to  town,  thus  becoming  perhaps 
industry’s  and  labor’s  biggest  market. 

The  producers  of  agricultural  products  spend  nearly  $30  billion  a 
year  for  goods  and  services  to  produce  crops  and  livestock;  another  $12 
billion  a  year  is  spent  for  the  same  products  that  urban  residents  pur¬ 
chase — food,  clothing,  drugs,  furniture,  appliances,  and  other  products 
and  services.  Each  year  the  farmers’  purchases  include  $3.4  billion  in 
new  farm  vehicles,  machinery,  and  equipment.  It  takes  120,000 
nonfarm  employees  to  produce  this  farm  equipment  alone. 

His  annual  purchases  also  include  $3.4  billion  for  fuel,  lubricants, 
and  maintenance  of  machinery  and  motor  vehicles.  Farm  production 
uses  more  petroleum  than  any  other  single  industry.  Each  year  the 
farmer  buys  products  containing  320  million  pounds  of  rubber — about 
9  percent  of  the  total  used  in  the  United  States,  or  enough  to  put  tires 
on  nearly  6  million  automobiles.  He  consumes  28  billion  kilowatt- 
hours  of  electricity  annually.  Every  year  he  uses  5  million  tons  of  steel 
in  the  form  of  machinery,  trucks,  cars,  fencing,  and  building  materials. 
Farm  use  of  steel  accounts  for  40,000  jobs  in  the  steel  industry. 
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RURAL  DEVELOPMENT 

On  the  other  hand,  the  bill  might  be  called  the  “Rural  Development 
Act  of  1971,”  for  this  bill  provides  funds  to  continue  and  improve  the 
rural  development  programs  of  the  Department,  including  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  the  Extension  Service,  and  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration. 

It  is  clear  that  in  the  years  ahead  we  must  look  more  to  our  rural 
areas  for  development  of  homes,  jobs  and  recreation  for  the  millions  of 
additional  Americans  anticipated.  With  such  a  small  percentage  of 
Americans  on  farms,  it  is  clear  that  such  development  cannot  be  solely 
tied  to  a  farm  economy.  These  agencies  have  the  loan,  grant  and  tech¬ 
nical  service  programs  providing  the  fundamental  elements  of  rural 
development  such  as  sewer  systems,  telephones,  electricity,  and  water 
resource  development  necessary  for  industrial  and  commercial  develop¬ 
ment  of  rural  America. 

In  fiscal  year  1969  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  made  the 
following  number  of  loans  in  rural  areas,  to  be  repaid  with  interest: 
Farm  ownership  loans,  13,702;  soil  and  water  loans,  989;  operating 
loans,  50,811;  rural  housing  loans,  54,102;  emergency  credit  loans, 
20,686;  and  water  and  sewer  grants,  678. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  built  or  planned  440  multiple- 
purpose  reservoirs  and  is  operating  68  resource  conservation  and 
development  projects,  bringing  to  bear  its  technical  services  on  the 
economic  problems  of  multi-county  development.  The  Committee  is 
providing  for  5  new  projects  in  1971. 

In  this  bill,  the  budget  estimate  is  raised  by  $20  million  for  the  rural 
electrification  and  telephone  programs  which  have  brought  the  ameni¬ 
ties  of  urban  living  to  rural  areas  but  not  the  city  problems. 

The  Committee  has  restored  sufficient  funds  to  provide  coordination 
of  the  many  Federal  programs  available  to  contribute  to  rural  develop¬ 
ment.  Agencies  contributing  to  this  development  include  Commerce, 
H.U.D.,  and  H.E.W.,  as  well  as  the  several  agriculture  agencies. 

For  example,  the  recently  passed  Independent  Offices  and  HUD 
Appropriation  Bill  included  $500  million  for  water  and  sewer  facilities 
in  towns  and  cities  above  5500  in  population,  $800,000,000  was  pro¬ 
vided  in  1970  for  waste  treatment  facilities,  and  the  President  is 
proposing  a  four-year  program  of  $1  billion  per  year  through  1975. 

In  addition,  the  Economic  Development  Administration,  from  1965 
through  April  of  1970,  has  spent  $832  million  for  projects  located 
outside  the  major  urban  areas. 

ANTIPOLLUTION  BILL 

This  bill  could  be  cited  as  “the  antipollution  bill,”  for  included  are 
funds  for  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention,  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Conservation  Program  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Under  the  flood  prevention  and  watershed  programs,  there  are  built 
or  planned  8,944  floodwater  retarding  structures,  and  440  multiple- 
purpose  reservoirs,  which  will  catch  2.9  billion  tons  of  sediment  near 
their  source.  Such  sediment  is  a  known  carrier  of  pollution. 
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In  addition,  the  ACP  program,  restored  by  the  Committee,  has 
contributed  over  2  million  smaller  on-farm  structures  where  the  farmer 
provides  about  two-thirds  of  the  cost,  including  his  labor.  The  ACP 
program,  with  technical  advice  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
has  fought  pollution  with  measures  such  as  terracing,  strip  cropping, 
and  permanent  sod  waterways. 

The  Committee  has  also  strengthened  the  research  programs  in 
pollution  control,  with  increased  staffs  for  water  quality  research  at 
Durant,  Oklahoma;  the  National  Sediment  Laboratory  at  Oxford, 
Mississippi;  soil  and  water  research  at  Pendleton,  Oregon;  and  animal 
waste  management  at  Fort  Collins,  Colorado,  and  Bushland,  Texas. 

A  summary  of  pollution-related  activities  of  the  Department 
follows: 
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NUTRITION 


This  bill  could  be  called  “the  peoples  bill”  because  of  its  contribu¬ 
tion  to  human  nutrition  and  aid  to  those  who  for  one  reason  or 
another  do  not  have  an  adequate  diet. 

The  record  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  made  possible  by 
the  actions  of  the  Congress  and  this  Committee,  is  long  and  strong 
in  the  support  of  nutrition  and  cost  of  production  research,  research 
on  marketing,  and  support  of  other  agriculture  programs  designed  to 
improve  the  basic  structure  of  agriculture  and  to  enable  the  American 
people  to  spend  only  16  percent  of  their  income  on  food.  This  re¬ 
markable  achievement  is  largely  unnoticed.  The  Committee  is  proud 
of  another  part  of  this  record  which  is  also  unnoticed.  That  is  this 
Committee’s  direct  support  of  food  aid. 

Two  years  ago  the  Congress  adopted,  at  the  Committee’s  request, 
some  important  new  language  for  the  section  32  appropriation. 
This  language  provided  $45  million  for  a  number  of  expanded  e™'! 
innovative  programs.  The  amount  was  raised  to  $100  million  in 
1970  budget.  The  language  follows: 

(4)  In  addition  to  other  amounts  provided  in  this  act,  not 
more  than  $100  million  (including  not  to  exceed  $2  million  for 
State  administrative  expenses)  for  (a). child  feeding  programs 
and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by  law  in  the  School 
Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  as  amended,  (b)  addi¬ 
tional  direct  distribution  or  other  programs,  without  regard 
to  whether  such  area  is  under  the  food  stamp  program  or  a 
system  of  direct  distribution,  to  provide,  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  their  place  of  permanent  residence,  either  directly 
or  through  a  State  or  local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet 
to  other  needy  children  and  low-income  persons  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  suffering,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  from  general  and  continued  hunger  result¬ 
ing  from  insufficient  food,  and  (c)  milk  for  children  in  non¬ 
profit  high  schools  and  schools  of  lower  levels,  child-care 
centers,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institutions 
devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children. 


This  language  has  meant  valuable  flexibility  in  meeting  many  emerg-(, 
ing  needs  for  our  food  programs.  In  1970  a  total  of  $67  million  has 
been  allocated  to  supplement  the  funds  available  from  the  child 
nutrition  direct  appropriation  to  provide  for: 

( 1)  Special  cash  assistance  which  provides  schools  with  a 
higher  rate  of  cash  reimbursement  for  serving  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches  to  needy  children; 


(2)  Serving  school  breakfasts  to  children  in  schools  that  draw 


attendance  from  low-income  areas  and  those  in  which  a  substan¬ 
tial  portion  of  the  children  must  travel  long  distances;  and 

(3)  Equipment  necessary  for  serving  these  lunches  and  break¬ 
fasts. 

The  primary  emphasis  in  the  use  of  these  funds  is  the  extension  of 
program  benefits  to  needy  children. 

The  $2  million  designated  for  State  administrative  expenses  is 
allotted  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  detailed  plans  and  justification 
of  need  for  supervising  and  giving  technical  assistance  to  local  school 
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districts  for  additional  activities  undertaken  by  them  to  reach  more 
needy  children  with  lunch  and  breakfast  programs. 

The  $20  million  of  these  funds  allocated  for  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  are  being  used  to  supplement  the  $84  million  appropriated  to 
increase  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  All  nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer  camps, 
and  childcare  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children 
are  eligible  to  participate. 

A  special  experimental  program  authorizing  free  food  stamps  to 
persons  with  little  or  no  income  was  started  in  March,  1969,  in  Beaufort 
and  Jasper  Counties,  S.C.,  with  $5,000  of  these  funds,  and  this  project 
is  continuing  at  this  level  in  1970. 

The  special  supplementary  food  package  program  makes  available 
enriched  foods  for  new  and  expectant  mothers,  infants,  and  young 
children  in  food  stamp  areas.  The  program  is  operated  through  local 
health  facilities  such  as  clinics,  with  doctors  and  public  health  nurses 
prescribing  for  clients  those  foods  offered  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

A  new  experimental  program  involving  the  issuance  of  a  special 

gurpose  food  certificate  is  being  tested  in  a  limited  area  of  Chicago. 

lligible  recipients — low-income  new  and  expectant  mothers  and 
infants — use  this  food  voucher  to  purchase  milk,  infant  formula  and 
baby  cereal  in  local  retail  stores.  The  remaining  $10,995,000  budgeted 
for  1970  is  to  be  used  for  these  two  programs. 

Last  year  the  Congress  appropriated  a  total  of  $610  million,  an 
increase  of  $270  million,  for  food  stamps.  The  Committee  helped  this 
program  grow  from  a  small  experiment  conducted  under  section  32 
to  be  the  major  food  aid  program  of  the  Department. 

For  example,  in  1967  the  conference  agreed  and  the  Congress 
directed  that  $5  million  of  the  funds  for  the  food  stamp  program  go 
to  especially  needy  persons. 

The  Committee  has  supported  a  strong  nutrition  education  pro¬ 
gram.  Last  year’s  report  stated : 

The  committee  has  approved  an  appropriation  of  $30  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  nutrition  aide  program  initiated  last  fall.  This  is  in 
line  with  the  latest  budget  recommendation  and  places  exist- 
|  ing  programs  on  a  yearly  basis.  Of  this  sum,  $7,500,000  shall 
be  available  for  professional  workers  to  promote  4-H  type 
programs  in  the  depressed  areas  of  our  cities.  This  program  in¬ 
volves  educational  work  among  low-income  groups  to  reduce 
the  incidence  of  malnutrition,  by  providing  homemaker  aides 
who  will  use  available  information,  knowledge  and  skills  to 
teach  needy  people  to  utilize  all  resources  toward  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  a  more  nutritionally  adequate  diet. 

In  this  connection,  the  Committee  feels  that  full  use  should 
be  made  of  the  Nation’s  3  million  4-H  Club  members  to 
promote  4-H  Club-type  work  with  the  youth  of  our  towns 
and  cities.  The  success  of  this  program  in  rural  areas  has 
forcefully  demonstrated  the  effectiveness  of  this  approach. 

It  may  well  be  found  that  the  most  successful  results  from 
nutritional  education  of  low-income  families  will  come 
through  work  with  the  younger  members  of  the  family. 
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For  these  and  other  reasons,  clearly  established  in  the  record,  the 
Committee  is  proud  of  its  efforts  to  achieve  better  nutrition. 

For  1971,  the  Committee  has  restored  the  special  milk  program 
recommended  for  deletion  in  the  budget  estimate.  This  will  provide 
about  3  billion  half-pints  of  milk  to  about  17  million  schoolchildren. 

The  Committee  has  provided  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$1,250,000,000  for  food  stamps,  which  of  course  has  to  await  authoriza¬ 
tion  before  expenditure,  and  congratulates  the  Department  on  the 
establishment  of  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  an  agency  which  is 
doing  a  good  job. 

The  Committee  has  raised  by  $5  million  the  recently  authorized 
equipment  program  to  a  total  of  $17.5  million  in  1971. 

Included  in  the  bill  is  $200,000,000  for  free  and  reduced-price 
lunches  for  an  estimated  6.6  million  needy  children.  Unfortunately, 
the  fact  that  the  Children’s  Food  Service  Program  was  signed  into 
law  on  May  14,  1970,  made  it  impossible  to  obtain  a  budget  recom¬ 
mendation  or  hold  hearings  in  time  to  include  funds  for  this  purpose. 
The  amended  program  will  have  the  attention  of  the  Committee  in 
the  first  supplemental. 

A  summary  of  the  dramatic  expansion  of  these  programs  follows: 


ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  HUMAN  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS,  INCLUDING  FOOD  ASSISTANCE,  RESEARCH,  AND  EDUCATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  1963-71 

(In  thousands  of  dollars) 
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In  determining  the  amounts  considered  to  be  essential  for  these  pur¬ 
poses  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  it  is  important  to  review  some  of  the 
conditions  facing  the  200  million  American  consumers  as  well  as  the 
economic  strength  of  this  Nation  at  home  and  abroad  in  the  years 
ahead. 

Farming  No  Longer  Attractive 

The  number  of  agricultural  producers  providing  food  and  fiber  for 
our  rapidly  expanding  population  continues  to  decline  and  is  now  down 
to  about  5  percent  of  the  people  in  this  country.  Trained  and  experi¬ 
enced  farm  labor  is  in  increasingly  short  supply. 

Long  hours  of  hard  work,  more  rigorous  living  conditions,  hazards  of 
weather,  threats  from  insects  and  diseases,  increasing  financial  risks, 
and  decreasing  financial  returns  are  causing  farming  to  become  less 
and  less  attractive  to  each  succeeding  generation  of  young  people. 
Fewer  and  fewer  farm  children  are  turning  to  farming  as  a  career. 
More  and  more  of  their  parents  are  moving  to  “greener  pastures”  in 
town  as  the  monetary  return  for  their  labor,  investment,  and  mana¬ 
gerial  skills  decrease  on  the  farm. 

As  a  business  venture,  farming  is  becoming  less  attractive  as  the 
necessary  farm  investment  increases  and  the  net  return  on  the  invest¬ 
ment  decreases.  Figures  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  show 
that  average  farm  investment  has  increased  nearly  fourteenfold  in  the 
past  25  years,  from  $6,158  in  1940  to  $85,402  in  1969.  They  also  indicate 
that  the  average  return  on  farm  equities  has  dropped  more  than  50 
percent  during  this  period,  from  7.1  percent  in  1945-9  to  3.1  percent 
in  1968. 

It  is  entirely  understandable,  therefore,  why  fewer  and  fewer 
people  are  remaining  on  the  Nation’s  farms,  and  why  some  5  percent 
of  our  population  on  the  farms  is  now  feeding  the  other  95  percent  in 
addition  to  themselves.  This  undesirable  imbalance  can  be  expected 
to  be  further  aggravated  as  movement  away  from  agriculture  continues. 

According  to  Department  figures,  an  average  of  nearly  800,000 
people  have  left  the  farms  in  each  of  the  last  5  years.  The  farm  popula¬ 
tion  has  decreased  to  about  10.0  million  today,  as  compared  to  more 
than  two  and  a  half  times  that  number  in  1950. 

The  trend  away  from  the  farm  is  also  evidenced  by  the  steadily 
decreasing  amount  of  land  in  farms  and  the  size  of  farms.  The  total 
land  in  farms  in  1950  was  1.2  billion  acres  as  compared  to  1.1  billion 
acres  in  1965,  a  reduction  of  100  million  acres.  The  average  size  of  a 
farm  increased  from  213  acres  to  377  acres  in  that  same  period. 

As  the  Committee  has  pointed  out  many  times,  the  farmer  or 
agricultural  producer  can  afford  to  quit,  but  the  consumer  cannot 
afford  to  have  him  do  so. 

Agriculture  Remains  Basic 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  the  growing  tendency  to  consider 
agriculture  as  a  less  essential  part  of  our  national  economy,  and  to 
reduce  funds  needed  for  its  continued  support,  threatens  our  Nation 
at  home  and  abroad.  It  could  have  a  serious  effect  on  the  future  food 
supply  of  this  country  and  could  weaken  our  ability  to  meet  our 
future  responsibilities  as  a  leader  of  the  nations  of  the  world. 

History  teaches  us  that  the  food-deficit  countries  of  the  world 
started  on  their  decline  by  failing  to  give  adequate  attention  to  the 


13 


protection  and  development  of  their  basic  natural  resources.  They 
failed  to  provide  necessary  protection  and  development  through 
research,  control  of  insects  and  diseases,  conservation  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  needed  to  assure  the  preservation  of  their  capacity  to  meet 
the  needs  of  their  people  for  food,  clothing,  and  shelter.  This  is  true 
of  nearly  every  country  we  aid  today.  We  must  not  make  the  same 
mistake. 

One  of  our  major  problems  today  is  that,  though  agriculture  is  our 
best  market  for  industry  and  labor  and  the  most  economical  supplier 
of  the  consumer,  so  few  people  are  engaged  in  agriculture  that  its 
voice  is  weak  in  the  legislative  halls  of  a  majority  of  the  States  and 
of  the  Nation.  No  longer  does  agriculture  figure  prominently  in  the 
planning  of  those  who  would  appeal  to  the  majority.  This  leaves  a 
major  task  for  those  who  recognize  that  the  national  welfare  depends 
on  a  sound  and  healthy  agriculture. 

LOW  FARM  INCOME  TRIGGERS  FINANCIAL  DEPRESSION 

It  has  been  stated  that  the  seeds  of  the  Great  Depression  were 
sown  in  the  agricultural  depression  of  the  1920s  which  followed  the 
First  World  War.  The  failure  to  maintain  farm  exports  or  to  support 
farm  prices  and  thus  to  maintain  farmers’  purchasing  power  weakened 
banking  and  business.  Yet,  people  refuse  to  remember  the  lessons  of 
the  terrible  financial  crises  of  the  1920s  and  1930s.  It  was  graphically 
illustrated  in  1921,  in  1929,  and  again  in  1937  that  if  the  farmer’s 
prices  and  purchasing  power  collapse,  the  whole  economy  suffers. 

Let  us  now  briefly  review  the  history  of  farm  prices  in  the  late 
twenties  and  the  thirties,  when  a  drop  in  the  purchasing  power  of 
those  engaged  in  agriculture  not  only  wrecked  farming,  but  dragged 
down  the  economy  of  the  whole  nation. 

After  the  First  World  War  ended,  the  government  announced  that  it 
would  no  longer  support  the  price  of  wheat.  The  wheat  which  had 
brought  $2.94  a  bushel  in  Minneapolis  in  July,  1920,  brought  $1.72  in 
December,  1930,  and  92^  a  year  later.  Agricultural  prices  in  general 
collapsed.  Cotton  fell  to  a  third  of  its  July,  1920,  price  and  corn  by  62 
percent.  The  Yearbook  of  Agriculture  of  1922  shows  that  the  total 
value  of  agricultural  products  dropped  from  $18,328,000,000  in  1920  to 
|  $12,402,000,000  in  1921.  As  a  result  of  the  agricultural  crash  of 
1920-1921,  453,000  farmers  lost  their  farms.  Many  others  remained 
in  serious  financial  trouble  which,  in  turn,  was  reflected  by  failures  of 
local  banks. 

Average  wheat  prices  for  the  years  1924-1927  stayed  pretty  much 
in  a  range  between  $1.19  and  $1.44  a  bushel  as  compared  to  a  parity 
price  of  approximately  $1.40  for  that  period.  Corn  prices  in  these  same 
years  varied  between  70ff  a  bushel  to  $1.06  a  bushel  versus  a  parity 
price  of  about  $1.00.  Cotton  prices  were  12.5^  a  pound  in  1926  but 
averaged  20.7yi  for  the  other  years,  compared  to  a  parity  price  of  19.1^. 
In  1928  these  prices  were:  wheat,  $1.00;  cotton,  18f£;  and  corn,  84?f. 
By  1931  wheat  was  38^;  cotton,  5.5^ ;  and  corn,  32ff — roughly  one- 
third  of  the  pre-1928  price  levels.  Starting  in  August  of  1929,  wheat 
prices  for  the  dominant  futures  on  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade  fell 
from  $1.43  average  price  to  76^  in  November  of  1930,  a  drop  of  over 
50  percent  in  15  months.  The  Dow-Jones  Stock  Price  Averages  fol¬ 
lowed  by  declining  from  a  high  of  381.2  in  September  to  a  low  of  41.2 
in  July  of  1932.  The  decline  of  the  price  of  wheat  on  the  commodity 
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exchanges  was  particularly  significant  since  there  were  nearly  $250 
million  of  open  contracts  in  October,  1929,  almost  2 times  the 
number  of  contracts  in  normal  years.  A  great  many  of  these  speculators 
were  ruined. 

It  has  been  said  that  there  were  more  suicides  during  this  period 
among  those  that  didn’t  know  what  a  farm  was  as  a  result  of  the  break¬ 
down  in  farm  or  commodity  prices  (which  had  led  to  a  fall  in  prices 
and  values  throughout  the  economy)  than  in  any  other  period  in  our 
history. 

It  was  a  sad  way  to  learn  it,  but  people  at  that  time  came  to  realize 
that  real  wealth  starts  with  material  things — corn,  wheat,  cotton,  food 
crops  of  all  kinds,  and  other  raw  materials — and  that  the  general 
economy  was  primed  by  the  sale  of  raw  materials  since,  in  general,  the 
total  national  wealth  averages  some  seven  times  the  sale  value  of  the 
farm  or  raw  material  production. 

We  learned  several  lessons  in  the  twenties  and  thirties. 

First,  that  when  farmers  can’t  get  a  fair  return  for  their  production, 
the  land  suffers.  Remember,  the  price  of  food,  clothing  and  shelter  is 
going  to  be  paid  either  by  those  who  use  them,  or  by  the  land  from 
which  they  come.  Congress,  reacting  to  the  terrible  depletion  of  our 
natural  resources,  passed  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  of  1936.  Yet  today  these  same  facts  get  little  recognition. 

Secondly,  we  sometimes  seem  to  forget  that  some  form  of  effective 
control  over  farm  production  and  marketing  is  necessary.  In  1937 
heavy  crops  caused  surpluses  and  low  prices  for  wheat  and  cotton, 
and  a  severe  drop  in  commodity  prices  corresponded  to  another 
decline  through  the  economy. 

Our  farm  programs  today  seem  often  to  be  predicated  on  the 
belief  that  cheap  raw  materials  made  this  country  great.  That  is 
undoubtedly  true;  however,  we  wasted  half  our  natural  resources 
in  the  process.  The  high  payments  which  are  the  result  of  these  policies 
have  engendered  a  great  animosity,  in  the  minds  of  some,  toward  our 
agricultural  producers. 

It  shall  be  remembered  that  the  price  of  food,  clothing  and  shelter 
is  going  to  be  paid  either  by  those  who  use  them,  directly  or  through 
taxes,  or  by  the  land  from  which  they  come. 

The  people  of  India  and  China  throughout  the  centuries  demanded 
food  and  fiber  below  the  cost  of  production.  The  cost  was  paid  by  the 
land  from  which  it  came.  As  a  result,  the  land  is  worn  out.  Yet  we 
in  this  country  wore  out  more  rich  land  in  a  shorter  time  period  than 
any  nation  in  history,  largely  because  we  had  land  to  waste.  This  is 
no  longer  the  case. 

Past  Achievements  of  American  Agriculture 

The  efficiency  of  American  agriculture  has  been  a  blessing  to  the 
consumers  of  tbe  world.  It  has  provided  a  plentiful  supply  of  whole¬ 
some  and  nutritious  foods  which  U.S.  consumers  have  come  to  accept 
and  take  for  granted.  It  has  produced  quantities  in  excess  of  domestic 
needs  which  have  become  a  significant  factor  in  our  international 
programs  of  aid  and  assistance  to  the  less  fortunate  peoples  in  other 
nations  of  the  world. 

Because  of  the  remarkable  achievements  of  American  agriculture, 
the  people  of  the  United  States  for  years  have  enjoyed  a  standard  of 
living  never  before  attained  anywhere  in  the  world. 
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These  achievements  have  been  made  possible  by  cooperative  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  efforts  in  the  various  agricultural  programs  of  the 
Nation.  The  leadership  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
land-grant  universities,  and  the  States  and  local  agricultural  agencies, 
have  developed  an  agricultural  industry  in  the  United  States  which  is 
the  envy  of  the  entire  world. 

As  a  result  of  our  high  level  of  efficiency  in  agricultural  production, 
and  certain  governmental  policies  which  have  failed  to  make  U.S. 
commodities  competitive  in  world  markets,  this  country  has  had 
supplies  of  commodities  which  have  been  surplus  to  U.S.  needs  during 
certain  periods  in  the  past  several  decades.  National  policies  and  farm 
programs  have  been  directed  toward  meeting  this  situation.  It  is 
pointed  out  that,  while  these  supplies  were  surplus  to  domestic  U.S. 
demands,  they  were  by  no  means  surplus  to  world  needs.  Also,  it  is 
the  opinion  of  many  responsible  officials  and  experts  in  this  country 
that  it  is  much  better  for  the  United  States  to  have  too  much  rather 
than  too  little  of  the  things  necessary  to  feed,  house,  and  clothe  our 
people.  The  cost  of  handling  and  storing  surpluses  has  been  small 
indeed,  compared  to  the  benefits  to  the  American  consumer  and  to  the 
position  of  strength  in  world  affairs  which  our  agricultural  production 
has  enabled  us  to  maintain. 


A  FIRM  SUPPLY  OF  FOOD  ESSENTIAL 

Aside  from  the  possibility  of  nuclear  conflict,  hunger  is  probably 
the  foremost  problem  of  the  world  today.  Approximately  half  of  the 
world’s  3.5  billion  people  suffer  from  malnutrition.  The  World  Food 
Congress  was  told  in  1963  that  around  10,000  persons  die  every  day 
from  starvation. 

India  had  a  food  crisis  in  1963.  Shortstaple  wheat  and  the  so-called 
“miracle  rice”  has  helped,  but  that  vast  subcontinent  still  has  a  year- 
round  hunger  problem ;  so  do  many  other  areas  in  the  world.  The  pres¬ 
ent  outlook  is  that  hunger  will  grow  more  and  more  intense  with  the 
passage  of  time.  The  world’s  population  increase  is  almost  unbeliev¬ 
able.  Each  year,  births  exceed  deaths  by  almost  60  million. 

This  alarming  population  expansion  can  be  fully  appreciated  when 
it  is  realized  that  the  population  of  the  world,  which  reached  the  first 
billion  by  the  year  1830,  took  only  100  years,  1830  to  1930,  to  reach  2 
billion  and  only  30  years,  1930  to  1960,  to  reach  3  billion.  It  is  expected 
to  exceed  6  billion  people  by  the  turn  of  the  century.  The  population 
growth  in  the  United  States  increased  from  13  million  in  1830  to  123 
million  in  1930  and  179  million  in  1960.  It  is  expected  to  reach  300 
million  by  the  year  1990. 

The  Secretary,  testifying  recently  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  stated: 

We  must,  of  course,  project  the  future  in  order  to  plan  for 
it.  But  there  is  a  strong  tendency,  I  think,  to  project  from 
present  conditions,  without  accounting  enough  for  variables. 
Weather,  for  instance,  can  cause  as  much  as  25  percent 
fluctuation  in  Agriculture  production. 

Although  the  Secretary  was  speaking  of  worldwide  agriculture, 
this  statement  is  just  as  applicable  at  home.  It  should  be  added  that 
there  is  an  equal  danger  in  projecting  past  solutions.  For  this  reason, 
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Volume  1  of  the  hearings  includes  testimony  taken  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  from  Secretary  Benson  in  1957.  These  hearings  demonstrate 
that  policies  quite  similar  to  those  being  followed  today,  including 
massive  land  retirement,  forced  thousands  of  farm  families  to  migrate 
to  the  cities.  Recent  events  have  proven  this  migration  to  be  a 
disaster.  The  policies  caused  us  to  lose  our  foreign  markets,  as  well, 
by  holding  an  umbrella  over  the  world  markets  with  high  prices. 
Foreign  suppliers  got  the  market  and  we  became  a  residual  supplier. 
Such  price  levels  have  encouraged  foreign  planting  of  commodities 
such  as  cotton  and  wheat  that  have  further  reduced  our  exports. 

COMPETITIVE  EXPORT  SALES  NECESSARY 

For  the  past  20  years,  the  Committee  has  done  everything  possible 
to  encourage  and  require  exportation  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities 
and  has  continued  to  insist  that  such  commodities  be  offered  con¬ 
tinuously  in  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis.  During  those 
years  when  U.S.  commodities  have  been  kept  competitive,  export 
sales  have  increased  substantially  and  the  pressure  of  surpluses  has 
been  removed  from  the  domestic  markets. 

Despite  unlimited  authority  to  sell  competitively  in  world  market’s 
the  Department’s  failure  to  sell  competitively  in  the  early  1950, 
caused  CCC  commodity  inventories  to  increase  from  $1  billion  as  of 
June  30,  1952,  to  $5  billion  as  of  June  30,  1955.  During  this  period, 
CCC  holdings  of  cotton  increased  from  $418,000  to  $1.2  billion. 

In  1955,  at  the  insistence  of  this  Committee,  the  first  cotton  was 
offered  for  sale  abroad  for  dollars  on  a  competitive  basis  and  1  million 
bales  were  sold  in  a  few  weeks.  Subsequently  about  7  million  bales 
were  sold  soon  after  they  were  offered.  Then  in  1956,  despite  this 
most  satisfactory  experience,  the  Department  took  steps  to  again 
hold  U.S.  cotton  off  world  markets.  This  caused  Congress  to  enact 
the  Export  Sales  Act  of  1956  requiring  sales  for  dollars  to  regain  and 
retain  the  U.S.  historical  share  of  world  markets. 

Notwithstanding  this  legislation,  the  Department  in  1958  again 
refused  to  offer  cotton  at  competitive  prices.  The  Comptroller  General 
ruled  this  to  be  a  violation  of  the  1956  Export  Sales  Act.  Cotton 
exports  again  dropped — from  7.6  million  bales  in  1956  to  2.8  million 
bales  in  1958.  This  action  cost  the  CCC  and  the  American  taxpayers 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  and  did  great  damage  to  U.S.  cotton 
producers. 

In  1959,  under  increased  pressure  from  Congress,  competitive  sales 
were  reinstituted  and  exports  again  increased — to  a  level  of  6.5  million 
bales  in  1959.  Despite  the  outstanding  success  of  the  competitive  sales 
program  each  time  it  has  been  used,  however,  the  Department 
continues  to  favor  the  export  “payment-in-kind”  approach,  which 
has  not  been  effective  and  which  has  been  extremely  costly  to  the 
Government. 

The  history  of  our  export  programs  clearly  demonstrates  that  the 
“payment-in-kind”  program  is  not  a  satisfactory  substitute  for 
competitive  sales  abroad.  Like  most  exporting  nations  of  the  world, 
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we  should  sell  what  we  produce  and  don’t  need  tor  what  it  will  bring 
in  the  world  markets.  Past  experience  has  shown  that,  when  buyers 
have  the  opportunity  to  support  world  prices  by  their  bids,  markets 
-  throughout  the  world  are  strengthened  and  commodities  flow  freely 
through  the  normal  channels  of  trade.  Loss  of  markets  to  our  competi¬ 
tors  has  proved  the  dangers  of  an  artificial  price  umbrella  over  world 
markets,  fixed  by  a  Governmental  agency. 

The  Export  Sales  Act  of  1956  referred  to  above  also  requires  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  an  export  goal  at  the  beginning 
of  each  year  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  requires  him  to 
announce  such  figure  to  the  public.  No  such  goals  have  been  announced 
in  recent  years,  despite  the  provisions  of  law.  This  has  had  a  de¬ 
pressing  effect  on  U.S.  exports.  While  the  historical  U.S.  share  of  the 
world  cotton  market  is  around  6  million  bales  annually  and  while  the 
law  requires  the  export  of  this  amount,  cotton  exports  dropped  to  3.3 
million  bales  in  1962,  4.7  million  bales  in  1967,  and  2.5  million  bales 
estimated  for  1970. 

In  view  of  these  factors,  the  Committee  insists  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  (1)  return  to  offering  commodities  for  sale  on  a  competitive  bid 
basis,  (2)  make  “payment-in-kind”  payments  from  commodity  stocks 
in  lieu  of  cash  payments,  and  (3)  conform  to  the  Export  Sales  Act  of 
1956  by  announcing  to  the  world  the  quantity  of  cotton  the  United 
States  will  intend  to  sell  each  year  on  world  markets.  The  same  policy 
would  be  good  for  other  commodities.  These  exports  should  be  from 
private  stocks  and  handled  through  private  channels  where  possible 
and  from  Government  stocks  where  necessary.  The  Export  Marketing 
Service  should  maintain  the  right  to  determine  when  and  how  much 
to  offer  at  various  times  during  the  year  to  reach  the  total  goal. 

The  ability  of  this  country  to  provide  the  most  abundant  supply  of 
wholesome  and  delicious  food  at  the  lowest  cost  ever  known  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States— and  in  addition  feed  substantial  numbers 
of  hungry  people  throughout  the  world — has  been  one  of  our  greatest 
strengths  in  meeting  domestic  needs  and  in  dealing  with  world 
problems. 

The  failure  of  Communist  agriculture,  a  failure  which  is  chronic  and 
deep-seated,  has  tremendous  implications  to  the  hundreds  of  millions 
constantly  plagued  by  hunger.  The  Communist  inability  to  produce 
efficiently  and  abundantly  is  due  in  large  part  to  a  lack  of  adequate 
and  well  directed  research  and  related  agricultural  programs,  under  a 
system  which  has  tied  the  hands  of  Soviet  agricultural  scientists. 

This  must  not  be  permitted  to  happen  in  the  United  States.  We 
cannot  allow  any  change  in  emphasis  or  direction  which  would  weaken 
or  damage  our  successful  research,  extension  services,  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  marketing  programs  which  have  given  this  country  its 
efficient  and  productive  agricultural  system.  These  basic  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  land-grant  colleges,  and  related 
institutions,  must  be  continued  at  least  at  present  levels. 
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Effect  of  Committee  Action  on  Projected  Budget  Expenditures 
(Outlays)  in  Fiscal  Year  1971 

The  Committee  has  provided  an  increase  of  $94,938,000  above 
the  budget  in  order  to  restore  the  Special  Milk  Program  and  to 
provide  adequate  funds  for  water  and  waste  disposal  grants. 

The  Committee’s  action  in  recommending  a  reduction  for  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  not  affect  outlays  in  the  fiscal 
year  1971  because  the  purpose  of  this  appropriation  is  to  reimburse 
the  Corporation  for  losses  sustained  in  prior  years,  and  it  has  no  effect 
whatsoever  on  next  year’s  operations. 

The  recommended  restoration  of  funds  for  the  Agricultural  Con¬ 
servation  Program  will  not  affect  outlays  in  the  fiscal  year  1971  because 
the  Committee’s  action  merely  provides  authority  to  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  under  the  program  during  the  coming  fiscal  year,  while  the 
appropriation  to  liquidate  those  contracts  and  resulting  outlays  would 
be  made  the  following  year. 

Effect  of  Committee  Action  on  Personnel 

The  accompanying  bill  provides  for  about  66,678  man-years 
(average  employment)  in  fiscal  year  1971,  exclusive  of  the  Forest 
Service.  This  is  an  increase  of  2,533  man-years  over  the  1970  level. 
It  represents  an  increase  of  654  man-years  over  the  1971  budget 
request. 

The  principal  man-year  increases  over  the  current  year  are  to  carry 
out  the  expanded  programs  of  meat  and  poultry  inspection,  and  to 
staff  increased  efforts  by  the  Department  to  alleviate  hunger  and 
malnutrition  in  the  United  States  under  the  food  stamp,  child  nutri¬ 
tion,  and  other  food  distribution  programs.  Restoration  of  personnel 
to  vitally  needed  research  programs  is  also  proposed  in  the  bill. 

The  principal  reduction  below  the  budget  request  is  in  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  where  the  Committee  feels  that  a  more  gradual 
expansion  of  administrative  services  is  preferable  in  view  of  recruiting 
difficulties.  Additions  to  the  budget  request  are  also  made  to  restore 
the  soil  conservation  technicians  needed  to  carry  out  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  and  Watershed  Planning  Programs. 

A  breakdown  of  the  man-year  changes  by  agency  is  set  forth  in  the 
following  table : 
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MAN-YEAR  COMPARISONS 


Agency 

1970 

Estimate 

1971 

Budget 

estimate 

In  Bill 
for  1971 

Comparison 

1970 

Estimate 

1971 

Budget 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Research..  . . 

9,371 

9,337 

9,  537 

+166 

+200 

Disease  and  pest  control. . 

5, 864 

5, 879 

5,  877 

+13 

-2 

Other . . 

405 

404 

404 

-1 . . 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service 

15, 640 

15,620 

15, 818 

+178 

+198 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service _ 

92 

92 

92  ... 

Extension  Service.  _ _ 

222 

228 

227 

+5 

-1 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service . . . 

93 

96 

94 

+1 

-2 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations . 

10, 459 

10, 431 

10,  440 

-19 

Other . . 

6,060 

5,  559 

6,178 

+118 

+619 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service... 

16,  519 

15, 990 

16,618 

+99 

+628 

Economic  Research  Service . . 

1,018 

1,095 

1,021 

-74 

Statistical  Reporting  Service . .  . 

1,464 

1,554 

1,556 

+92 

+2 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Meat  and  poultry  inspection  and 
other  consumer  protective,  mar- 

keting  and  regulatory  programs.... 

9,942 

10,691 

10, 691 

+749  _ 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service: 

Child  nutrition  programs.. . 

65  .. 

65  ... 

+65 

Food  stamp  program . . 

178 

248 

248 

+70 . . 

Other . . . 

1, 200 

1,600 

1,600 

+400  _ 

Total,  Food  and  N utrition Service.  _ 

1,443 

1,848 

1,913 

+470 

+65 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service  . . 

718 

775 

728 

+10 

-47 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority _ 

170 

170 

170  ... 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 

tion  Service _ _ 

4,602 

4, 475 

4, 604 

+2 

+129 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General _ 

886 

928 

911 

+25 

-17 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration.. 

207 

225 

207  ... 

-18 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel _ 

383 

383 

383  .. 

Other _ _ _ _ 

2, 779 

2, 803 

2,792 

+13 

-11 

Rural  Electrification  Administration _ 

876 

859 

859 

-17  . . 

Farmers  Home  Administration. . . . 

7,091 

8,192 

7, 994 

+903 

-198 

Total,  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul- 

ture(excluding  Forest  Service).. 

64, 145 

66, 024 

66, 678 

+2, 533 

+654 

The  appropriations  recommended  in  the  accompanying  bill  do  not 
include  pay  costs  arising  from  Public  Law  91—231,  approved  April  15, 
1970.  The  bill  includes  consideration  of  the  amounts  carried  in  the 
Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Bill  (H.R.  17399)  for  pay 
costs  effective  July  1,  1969. 

Title  I — General  Activities 

AGKICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Years  ago  Jonathan  Swift  said: 

And  he  gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  whoever  could  make  two. 
ears  of  corn  or  two  blades  of  grass  to  grow  upon  a  spot  of 
ground  where  only  one  grew  before,  would  deserve  better  of 
mankind  and  do  more  essential  service  to  his  country  than 
the  whole  race  of  politicians  put  together. 

In  a  nut  shell,  that  is  one  of  the  things  that  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  has  done — contributed  greatly  to  our  standard  of 
living. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  November  2,  1953,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (5  U.S.C.  133z — 15),  the  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  It  conducts  utilization, 
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nutrition,  marketing  and  consumer  use  research,  plant  and  animal 
disease  and  pest  control  and  eradication  activities,  and  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion  research.  The  Administrator  of  this  Service  is  also  responsible  for 
the  coordination  of  all  research  of  the  Department.  The  Service  also 
carries  out  emergency  programs,  when  necessary,  for  the  control  and 
eradication  of  animal  diseases,  such  as  foot-and-mouth  disease,  and 
for  the  control  of  emergency  outbreaks  of  insects  and  diseases. 

The  Service  directs  research  beneficial  to  the  United  States  which 
can  be  advantageously  conducted  in  foreign  countries  through  agree¬ 
ments  with  foreign  research  institutions  and  universities,  using  foreign 
currencies  for  such  purposes.  This  program  is  carried  out  under  the 
authority  of  sections  104  (b)  (1)  and  (3)  of  Public  Law  480,  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended. 

Research— The  bill  includes  $161,143,200  for  the  next  fiscal  year 
for  research,  including  $15,000,000  transferred  from  section  32.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $4,706,000  over  the  budget  request  and  $14,341,000 
over  1970.  In  addition  to  pay  costs  of  $8,381,000,  the  increase  will 
provide  $300,000  for  research  on  beef  quality  at  Clay  Center,  Nebraska, 
and  $110,000  for  research  on  control  of  pollution  through  animal  waste 
management  at  Bushland,  Texas,  and  Fort  Collins,  Colorado. 

The  1971  budget  would  leave  unstaffed  quite  a  number  of  newly 
completed  laboratories,  built  at  considerable  Federal  cost.  Such 
action  is  justified  largely  on  the  basis  that  a  new  cooperative  and  con¬ 
tract  program  would  be  evolved.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  that  such  plans  at  best  are  speculative,  would  require  a  change  in 
policy,  and  perhaps  legislation.  Certainly  it  would  be  uneconomical  to 
fail  to  utilize  these  new  laboratories  at:  Phoenix,  Arizona;  Georgetown, 
Delaware;  Gainesville,  Florida;  Savannah  and  Byron,  Georgia; 
Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana;  Oxford  and  Stone ville,  Mississippi;  Miles 
City,  Montana;  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota;  Durant,  Oklahoma; 
Pendleton,  Oregon;  University  Park,  Pennsylvania;  College  Station, 
Texas;  and  the  malting  barley  and  oat  quality  laboratories  at 
Madison,  Wisconsin,  as  well  as  the  five  utilization  laboratories. 

The  Committee  has,  therefore,  provided  $3,107,000  that  benefits 
may  be  received  from  the  construction  of  these  laboratories.  Such 
funds  will  provide  about  100  scientists  and  supporting  staff.  The  De¬ 
partment  is  directed  to  keep  the  Committee  fully  advised  as  the  plans 
develop,  so  that  it  may  be  assured  of  the  full  and  efficient  use  of  the 
laboratories. 

With  reference  to  placement  of  such  new  personnel,  the  Committee 
calls  attention  to  the  provision  accompanying  the  1965  appropriations 
act  on  the  use  of  the  Southeastern  Utilization  Laboratory,  where  the 
conferees  agreed  on  the  following  language : 

Also,  it  is  agreed  that  the  new  Southeastern  Regional 
Laboratory,  provided  last  year,  is  an  addition  to  the  national 
utilization  research  laboratories  and  is  not  intended  to  dis¬ 
place  such  existing  utilization  laboratories  but  primarily  to 
meet  the  research  problems  of  the  southeast  area. 

The  Committee  has  provided  $1,500,000  for  the  construction  of  the 
much-needed  Grasslands  Research  Center  at  Temple,  Texas.  All  plans 
have  been  completed,  and  it  is  believed  that  research  on  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  forage  constitutes  a  major  need  for  early  action. 


21 


) 


The  cotton  industry,  to  a  large  degree  because  of  faulty  government 
policy,  faces  a  difficult  situation  and  all  reasonable  efforts  to  produce 
and  regain  cotton  markets  is  a  must — not  merely  for  those  in  the  busi¬ 
ness  but  for  the  economy.  To  help  with  a  program,  the  cotton  producers 
contributed  almost  $10,000,000  last  year  by  an  assessment  of  $1 
per  bale.  A  summary  of  the  use  of  such  funds  is  contained  on  pages 
542-544  of  volume  2  of  the  hearings.  In  view  of  this  effort  by  producers 
with  the  cooperation  of  the  industry,  and  the  problems  faced  by  the  in¬ 
dustry  plus  adverse  effects  that  the  lack  of  cotton  exports  has  on  the 
balance  of  payments,  the  Committee  has  provided  $1,000,000  for 
cooperative  research  projects  to  be  matched  by  the  funds  available 
to  the  Cotton  Board  through  the  self-assessment  heretofore  men¬ 
tioned.  Such  projects  shall  be  undertaken  only  on  approval  by  the 
Cotton  Board  and  the  Secretary.  Projects  undertaken  should  show 
special  promise  in  areas  such  as  improved  utilization  of  cotton  and  its 
by-products,  and  the  development  and  production  of  products  from 
cotton  seed  proteins. 

Research  contingency  fund:  The  Committee  again  directs  that 
$100,000  of  this  fund  be  used  to  maintain  wholesaling  and  retailing 
research  at  its  current  level.  Such  research  will  be  of  great  benefit  to  the 
consumer.  The  Committee  recognizes  the  value  of  contract  research  on 
short-term  problems,  but  feels  that  the  long-term  effort  involved  in 
bringing  together  the  research  efforts  of  many  disciplines  to  solve  the 
problems  of  marketing  perishables  in  major  cities  requires  the  con¬ 
tinuity  of  a  USDA  staff. 

The  Committee  further  suggests  that  the  economic  losses  faced  by 
the  hog  industry  as  a  result  of  transmittable  gastroenteritis  justify 
additional  emphasis  enabled  by  this  fund. 

Plant  and  animal  disease  arid  pest  control.— The  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1971  of  $98,619,750  for  these 
activities.  This  is  an  increase  of  $7,810,000  over  1970  and  a  decrease  of 
$144,000  under  the  budget  request. 

The  amount  approved  includes  the  following  program  increases: 

1.  $2,000,000  to  step  up  the  cooperative  effort  to  eradicate  the 
imported  fire  ant,  which  is  rapidly  building  up  to  the  proportions  of  the 
screwworm  which  wrought  havoc  in  the  Southwest.  These  funds 
should  be  matched  by  State  and  local  funds.  The  imported  fire  ant 
currently  infests  over  120  million  acres,  does  an  estimated  $68,000,000 
damage  annually.  It  makes  many  acres  of  land  unusable,  and  unless 
stopped,  will  likely  spread  over  the  United  States. 

2.  $210,000  for  expansion  of  plant  quarantine.  This  increase  is 
viewed  as  almost  mandatory.  The  number  of  planes  landing  in  the 
United  States  from  other  countries  increased  from  179,018  in  1965  to 
296,000  in  1969. 

3.  $500,000  for  hog  cholera  eradication.  This  effort  is  reaching  its 
last  stages  and  represents  the  successful  cooperation  and  determination 
of  farmers  and  then-  government.  These  funds  are  needed  to  assure 
that  sufficient  serums  and  vaccines  are  on  hand  to  immediately  attack 
and  contain  a  major  outbreak. 

4.  $1,000,000  for  pesticide  regulation,  a  total  of  $5,268,000  for  1971. 
This  request  is  recommended  to  strengthen  the  testing  and  certification, 
including  checking  of  allegations  concerning  pesticides  damage. 

5.  $500,000  to  restore  the  contingency  fund  for  plant  pests  to 
$1,500,000,  to  be  released  where  there  is  a  good  chance  for  eradication 
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or  control.  This  action  is  necessary  in  view  of  the  multiple  threats, 
including  the  golden  nematode  on  Long  Island  and  the  boll  weevil 
in  certain  areas  of  the  country. 

Finally,  the  Committee  does  not  approve  the  Department’s  recom¬ 
mendation  to  terminate  the  control  programs  on  European  chafer, 
sweet  potato  weevil,  soybean  cyst  nematode,  and  phoney  peach  and 
peach  mosaic.  The  estimated  annual  economic  loss  from  these  pests 
totals  $13.6  million.  The  total  of  $1,256,000  currently  being  spent  for 
control  seems  small  by  comparison. 

Special  foreign  currency  program. — An  appropriation  of  $5,000,000  is 
proposed  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  the  purchase  of  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  to  finance  overseas  research  designed  to  benefit  American  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  to  develop  and  expand  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  This  will  enable  the  conduct  of  a  program  at  about 
the  same  level  as  1970. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462  dated  July  19,  1961,  and  Supplement  1, 
dated  August  31,  1961,  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 
The  Service  carries  out  (1)  administration  of  the  Agricultural  Experi¬ 
ment  Stations  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended), 
(2)  payments  under  Section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  (3)  grants  to 
nonprofit  institutions  for  support  of  basic  scientific  research  under 
the  act  approved  September  6,  1958,  (4)  grants  for  cooperative 
forestry  research  under  the  act  approved  October  10,  1962,  and  (5) 
grants  for  facilities  under  the  act  of  July  22,  1963. 

An  appropriation  of  $65,076,000  is  recommended  for  this  program 
for  fiscal  year  1971.  This  is  an  increase  of  $2,566,000  over  1970  includ¬ 
ing  $138,000  for  increased  pay  costs.  This  increase  will  cover  the  pro¬ 
jected  additional  salary  costs  to  keep  the  Federal  share  of  employees’ 
pay  on  a  comparable  level  with  Federal  employees.  Elsewhere  in  this 
report,  the  Committee  sets  out  many  of  the  things  which  have  been 
done  toward  rural  development.  It  is  the  belief  of  a  majority  of  the 
Committee  that  the  $7,459,000  increase  projected  principally  for 
research  on  rural  development  can  better  be  used  for  increased  water 
and  sewerage  grants  to  actually  promote  development  of  rural  areas 
while  helping  to  stop  pollution  at  its  source.  The  testimony  makes  it 
clear  that  development  of  rural  communities  on  a  small  farm  basis 
would  not  only  be  uneconomic,  but  would  not  have  community 
support.  Therefore  it  would  have  little  chance  to  succeed. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  was  established  by  the  act 
of  May  8, 1914,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  26, 1953,  and  the  act  of 
August  11,  1955.  The  legislation  authorized  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  give,  through  the  land-grant  colleges,  instruction  and  prac¬ 
tical  demonstrations  m  agriculture  and  home  economics  and  related 
subjects,  and  to  encourage  the  application  of  such  information  by 
means  of  demonstrations,  publications,  and  otherwise  to  persons  not 
attending  or  resident  in  the  colleges.  Extension  educational  work  is 
also  authorized  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  In 


addition,  the  Service  provides  4— H  club  work  and  nutrition  training  in 
poverty  areas.  These  programs  were  started  last  year. 

Regular  State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  Federal, 
State,  county,  and  local  sources.  These  funds  are  used  within  the 
States  for  the  employment  of  county  agents,  home  demonstration 
agents,  4— H  Club  agents,  State  specialists,  and  others  who  conduct  the 
joint  educational  programs  adapted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  provides  for  leadership,  counsel  and 
assistance  to  the  50  States  and  Puerto  Rico.  This  staff,  which  is  located 
primarily  in  Washington,  serves  as  liaison  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  States,  provides  leadership  and  assistance  to  the 
States  in  the  conduct  of  the  program,  and  provides  leadership  in  and 
coordination  of  the  educational  phases  of  all  programs  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department. 

The  Committee  recommends  $161,351,000,  an  increase  of  $29,867,000 
over  the  funds  available  for  1970.  This  is  the  full  amount  requested 
except  for  the  $10,400,000  which  a  majority  of  the  Committee  feels 
can  be  better  utilized  in  making  direct  contributions  to  rural  develop¬ 
ment,  such  as  grants  and  loans  for  sewer  and  water  system  develop¬ 
ment  and  $40,000  restored  to  the  Rural  Community  Development 
Service. 

In  order  to  enable  the  extension  aides  program  to  reach  the  hardest- 
to-reach  poor,  the  Committee  has  approved  an  increase  of  $20,000,000. 
The  hearings  show  that  these  temporary  aides,  taken  from  the  target 
areas  and  trained  by  experienced  extension  personnel,  have  proven  to 
be  effective  with  those  who  cannot  be  reached  by  the  more  traditional 
mass  communication  and  education  techniques.  It  is  evident  to  the 
Committee  that  this  program  must  be  administered  carefully  with 
adequate  evalution  to  assure  that  it  does  not  duplicate  existing  pro¬ 
grams  of  proven  effectiveness. 

In  this  regard  the  Committee  is  pleased  to  note  the  response  to  the 
1970  Committee  directive  expanding  4— H  Club-type  work  to  youth 
in  our  towns  and  cities.  Federal  funds  for  this  purpose  total  $7.5  mil¬ 
lion  of  an  overall  total  of  $31.3  million.  As  stated  earlier  in  the  report, 
our  link  with  the  rural  facts  of  life  in  an  increasingly  urbanized  society 
seems  difficult  to  maintain.  The  Committee  considers  this  an  outstand¬ 
ing  program  of  proven  value,  proven  by  the  fine  youngsters  who  have 
had  4^H  training. 

The  balance  of  the  increases  will  provide  $3,275,000  for  retirement 
and  employees  compensation  costs,  and  $6,592,000  for  such  additional 
salary  and  related  costs  of  State  and  Federal  extension  personnel. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  was  established  following  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953  (Public  Law  202,  Aug.  6, 
1953) ,  which  transferred  the  research  and  technical  assistance  work  for 
farmers’  marketing,  purchasing,  and  service  cooperatives,  under  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  1926  from  the  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 
istration  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  Service  conducts  research,  advisory,  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organization,  financing,  management  pol¬ 
icies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership  to  help  farmers, 
who  are  members  of  such  organzations,  improve  the  operation  of  their 
businesses.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land-grant  col¬ 
leges,  banks  for  cooperatives,  State  departments  of  agriculture,  and 
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other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  understanding  and  application  of 
sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  It  also  advises  other  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricultural  cooperatives. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,649,000  for  this 
program.  This  is  about  the  same  level  as  1970,  including  pay  adjust¬ 
ments,  and  a  reduction  of  $40,000  below  the  amended  budget. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  established  by  the  act  of  April 
27,  1935.  Through  the  years  this  Service,  together  with  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Conservation  Program,  with  over  2  million  participants,  have 
been  a  major  factor  in  holding  down  pollution.  The  Soil  Conservation 
Service  cooperators  include  watershed  groups,  and  Federal  and  State 
agencies  having  related  responsibilities  in  bringing  about  physical 
adjustments  in  land  use  that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources, 
provide  for  agricultural  production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce  -a 
damage  by  floods  and  sedimentation.  The  Service,  with  its  dams,  debris  ( 
basins,  and  planned  watersheds,  provides  technical  advice  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Conservation  Program  where  the  Federal  Government  pays 
about  one-third  of  the  cost  and,  through  these  programs,  has  done  per¬ 
haps  more  to  hold  down  pollution  than  any  other  activity.  These  pro¬ 
grams  with  water  and  sewage  systems  in  rural  areas  tend  to  hold  pollu¬ 
tion  back  from  the  areas  of  greatest  damage,  the  rivers  and  harbors 
near  our  cities. 

Conservation  operations:  The  Service  provides  technical  help  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  in  carrying  out  locally  adapted  soil  and  water  conservation 
programs. 

Watershed  programs :  The  watershed  improvement  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  were  initiated  by  the  authorization  of 
planning  and  works  of  improvement  on  the  original  11  major  water¬ 
sheds  covered  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  In  1953,  the  Committee 
provided  $5,000,000  in  the  1954  appropriation  act,  without  a  prior 
budget  estimate,  to  authorize  62  small  “pilot”  watershed  projects  to 
promote  national  interest  in  small  upstream  watershed  control.  These 
pilot  projects  were  a  tremendous  success.  The  following  year,  Congress  / 
enacted  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  which  placed  this  program  on  * 
a  permanent  basis.  Under  authority  of  section  8  of  this  same  act,  as 
amended,  loans  to  local  organizations  were  authorized  to  help  defray 
a  portion  of  the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  watershed  protection  and 
flood  prevention  projects.  Watershed  Protection  under  P.L.  566  pro¬ 
grams  are  now  financed  through  three  appropriations  designated  as 
“river  basin  surveys  and  investigations,”  “■watershed  planning,”  and 
“watershed  works  of  improvement.”  Another  appropriation,  “flood 
prevention,”  covers  the  11  original  major  watersheds. 

Watershed  planning:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
making  investigations  and  surveys  of  proposed  watershed  projects  in 
response  to  requests  from  sponsoring  local  organizations,  and  for 
assistance  in  the  development  of  watershed  work  plans. 

Watershed  protection:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
administration  of  the  watershed  protection  program  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  established  by  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  its  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 
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Flood  prevention:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  flood  prevention  program,  and  the  development  of 
the  Department’s  guiding  principles  and  procedures.  The  program  is 
conducted  in  the  11  major  watersheds  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944. 

Great  Plains  conservation :  The  Service  has  general  responsibility 
for  administration  of  the  Great  Plains  conservation  program,  author¬ 
ized  by  Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress.  This  program  provides  for 
long-term  cost  sharing  under  contracts  with  farmers  and  ranchers 
in  designated  counties  of  the  10  Great  Plains  States. 

Resource  conservation  and  development  activities :  The  Service  has 
general  responsibility  under  provisions  of  section  102,  title  I  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  for  developing  overall  work  plans 
for  resource  conservation  and  development  projects  in  cooperation 
with  local  sponsors;  to  help  develop  local  programs  of  land  conserva¬ 
tion  and  utilization ;  to  assist  local  groups  and  individuals  in  carrying 
out  such  plans  and  programs;  to  conduct  surveys  and  investigations 
relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors  affecting  such  work  on  private 
lands;  and  to  make  loans  to  project  sponsors  for  conservation  and 
development  purposes  and  to  individual  operators  for  establishing  soil 
and  water  conservation  practices. 

Conservation  operations.— For  fiscal  year  1971  the  Committee  rec¬ 
ommends  $128,557,000,  an  increase  of  $9,771,000  including  pay  costs 
over  the  1970  appropriation.  In  view  of  the  deterioration  in  staffing 
from  1966  to  the  present  from  almost  3.8  manyears  to  3.4  manyears  per 
district,  the  Committee  is  providing  $100,000  to  staff  the  8  new  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  projected  in  1971.  The  Committee  is  also  providing 
an  additional  $257,000  for  accelerated  soil  survey  reports  and  for  the 
plant  materials  centers  in  recognition  of  the  broad  contribution  of  these 
services  to  planning  and  maintaining  our  land  resources.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  concurs  in  the  Administration  proposal  making  this  appropri¬ 
ation  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation  similar  to  the  other 
appropriations  of  this  Service. 

The  Committee  points  out  the  action  to  restore  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program  so  as  to  not  further  aggravate  our  already  pol¬ 
luted  environment.  Without  this  action  about  870  Soil  Conservation 
Service  technical  specialists  in  the  support  of  this  program  located 
throughout  the  U.S.  would  be  lost.  The  loss  of  such  personnel  would 
greatly  reduce  the  total  manpower  available  to  support  the  activities 
of  the  3,000  soil  conservation  districts,  with  resulting  damage  to  our 
soil,  our  rivers  and  the  lives  of  our  people. 

The  Committee  has  also  included  language  to  enable  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  to  better  cooperate  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
the  foothill  areas  where  the  problem  is  a  joint  one. 

River  basin  surveys  and  investigations. — For  fiscal  year  1971  the 
Committee  recommends  $9,043,000,  an  increase  of  $856,000  primarily 
for  pay  costs  over  the  1970  appropriation  of  $8,187,000,  to  continue  the 
participation  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  these  broad  surveys 
of  water  resource  needs.  Due  to  reduced  carryover  funds,  this  program 
is  $844,000  below  the  level  of  1970. 

Watershed  planning. — For  fiscal  year  1971  the  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  $6,698,000,  the  amount  available  in  1970  including  pay  costs. 
The  Committee  restores  the  proposed  reduction  of  $1,264,000  and  au¬ 
thorizes  100  new  planning  starts  for  1971. 
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W atershed  works  of  improvement. — With  pollution  rampant,  the 
Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $74,278,000  for  this 
program.  This  is  an  increase  of  $10,405,000  over  the  1970  appropriation 
of  $63,873,000  and  will  provide  for  70  new  construction  starts.  The 
Committee  has  been  advised  of  the  great  needs  of  the  country  in  this 
area,  but  recognizes  that  it  must  also  respect  critical  limits  on  funding. 

The  Committee  strongly  objects  to  actions  of  the  Budget  Bureau  in 
limiting  the  number  of  new  projects  which  can  be  approved  for  opera¬ 
tions,  or  preliminary  engineering  work,  to  the  level  appropriated  for 
construction.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  good  planning  to  limit  future  action 
arbitrarily  on  the  basis  of  today’s  restrictive  budget  picture. 

Flood  prevention. — For  fiscal  year  1971,  the  Committee  recommends 
$21,037,000,  a  decrease  of  $2,886,000  from  the  fiscal  year  1970  appro¬ 
priation  of  $23,923,000,  which  included  amounts  available  for  work 
in  connection  with  Hurricane  Camille.  The  Committee  points  out 
that  this  program  lags  many  years  behind  its  original  schedule  and  is 
only  63  percent  complete.  In  addition  to  flood  prevention,  these  pro-  , 
grams  are  the  watershed  programs  for  many  regions  and  are  of  '  -  - 
significant  value  in  control  of  pollution. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program. — For  fiscal  year  1971  the  Com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $15,355,000,  an  increase  of  $355,000  over  the  1970 
appropriation  of  $15,000,000.  This  increase  is  to  provide  additional  pay 
costs  and  technical  services  to  cooperators  under  this  program.  The 
Committee  notes  that  damage  from  wind  erosion  last  year  was  lower 
than  that  in  any  of  the  last  35  years. 

Resource  conservation  and  development. — For  fiscal  year  1971  the 
Committee  recommends  $13,876,000,  an  increase  of  $3,624,000  over  the 
1970  appropriation  of  $10,252,000.  The  Committee,  as  stated  earlier, 
has  been  most  pleased  at  the  demonstration  of  local  support  for  this 
program.  There  are  68  projects  under  construction  or  about  to  com¬ 
plete  planning.  In  view  of  these  successes,  the  Committee  recommends 
5  new  planning  starts  for  1971. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  No.  1,  of  April  3, 1961,  under  Re-  P 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service  V. 
develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research  designed  to 
benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of  this  research 
are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research  reports  and 
through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major  commodities, 
the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

The  Committee  is  recommending  $14,592,000  which  includes  only 
the  $1,142,000  increase  required  for  1970  pay  costs.  The  Committee  did 
not  feel  justified  in  approving  the  Department  request  for  such  items  as 
$207,000  additional  for  improving  measures  of  farm  income,  an  area 
in  which  it  is  already  spending  almost  $4  million.  The  Committee 
recommendation  is  $1,636,000  below  the  budget. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  1,  of  April  3, 1961,  under  Reorga¬ 
nization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service  was 
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created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting  re¬ 
search  and  service  programs  of  the  Department.  It  provides  a  channel 
for  the  orderly  flow  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agricultural 
economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of  this  Service 
are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  coordination  and  im¬ 
provement  in  the  Department’s  statistical  requirements,  and  special 
surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural  products. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $17,716,800.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $2,304,000  over  the  amount  available  in  1970,  and  $33,000 
below  the  budget  estimate. 

Increases  are  included  for  further  expansion  of  the  multiframe  live¬ 
stock  surveys  concept  to  fully  implement  this  program  in  16  States, 
and  for  increased  surveys  of  on-farm  stocks  of  grain.  These  programs 
are  designed  to  apply  refined  techniques  to  improve  information  on 
supplies  of  these  fundamental  farm  products.  In  addition,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  has  included  $100,000  to  provide  estimates  of  white  corn  pro¬ 
duction.  This  crop  is  grown  extensively  for  a  market  distinct  from 
corn  grown  for  feed  or  the  table. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  formerly  called  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service,  was  established  November  2,  1953,  under 
authority  of  section  161,  Revised  Statutes,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
of  1953  and  other  authorities.  The  Service  carries  on  the  following 
principal  programs : 

Consumer,  protective,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs: 
These  activities  contribute  to  the  efficient  and  orderly  marketing 
of  agricultural  commodities.  They  include  the  Market  News  Serv¬ 
ice  ;  meat  and  poultry  inspection ;  other  inspection,  grading,  class¬ 
ing  and  standardization  services ;  and  regulatory  activities  such  as 
the  Federal  Seed  Act,  Cotton  Research  and  Promotion  Act,  U.S. 
Warehouse  Act,  and  others. 

Payments  to  States :  The  Service  administers  the  matched  fund 
program  for  marketing  activities  carried  out  through  cooperative 
arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  of 
markets,  and  similar  State  agencies. 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders :  These  activities  directly  or  indirectly  help 
maintain  our  food  supply  by  tending  to  maintain  prices  received 
by  farmers  on  a  somewhat  comparable  level  with  other  segments 
of  our  economy,  and  by  maintaining  orderly  marketing  conditions 
through  (a)  removing  from  the  market  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  through  purchase  for  donation  to  eligible  recipients, 
export  and  diversion  payments;  and  cooperation  with  the  food 
trade  and  others  to  encourage  greater  consumption  of  abundant 
foods;  and  (b)  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders. 

With  the  establishment  of  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  on 
August  8,  1969,  the  Secretary  transferred  the  nutrition  programs 
formerly  located  in  C&MS  to  this  new  agency. 

Consumer  protective ,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs.— The 
Committee  recommends  a  total  appropriation  of  $149,247,000,  the  budg¬ 
et  estimate.  The  increase,  including  pay  costs,  is  $15,651,500  over  the 
amount  available  in  1970. 
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The  current  outlook  with  regard  to  Federal  inspection  of  intrastate 
plants  or  inspection  under  fully  comparable  State  systems  under  the 
terms  of  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  is  uncertain  at  this  time.  It  will  be 
resolved  by  December,  1970,  when  States  must  meet  Federal  standards 
or  shift  the  inspection  of  intrastate  plants  to  the  Federal  Government. 

For  this  reason,  the  Committee  has  placed  $1,000,000  in  reserve  to  be 
released  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  should  the  need  develop.  This 
appropriation  would  make  $22,599,000  available  for  matching  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  State  meat  inspection  costs.  The  bill  provides  the  full 
budget  increase  requested  of  $4,931,000  for  Federal  meat  inspection, 
including  $3,416,000  for  Federal  inspection  in  intrastate  plants  located 
in  States  which  fail  to  meet  the  deadline  of  December  15  for  full 
comparability  with  the  Federal  inspection  system. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $34,000,000  is  provided  for  poultry  products 
inspection,  including  $1,815,000  for  grants  to  States  for  inspection  of 
intrastate  poultry  plants.  The  total  includes  $1,165,000  for  Federal 
inspection  of  intrastate  plants  in  States  which  fail  to  show  material  . 
progress  toward  developing  an  inspection  program  comparable  to  the  Vat 
Federal  program  by  August,  1970.  Because  of  concentration  of  poultry 
plants  and  the  smaller  task  compared  to  meat  inspection,  States  have 
not  moved  as  rapidly  to  establish  poultry  inspection  systems.  As  of 
December,  1969,  only  24  States  had  passed  poultry  inspection  laws. 

A  summary  of  the  activity  is  as  follows : 


Meat  establishments  under  inspection: 

Intrastate _ 

Interstate _ 

Poultry  festablishments  under  inspection: 

Intrastate _ 

Interstate _ 


1969 

1970 

1971 

5, 498 

14, 898 

14,  898 

3,178 

3, 554 

3,614 

300 

1,404 

1,839 

936 

943 

951 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. — The  Committee  recognizes  the 
valuable  work  of  the  State  departments  of  agriculture  and  concurs  in 
the  budget  estimate  of  $1,600,000. 

Section  32  funds. — Section  32  funds  are  used  to  encourage  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  food  by  stabilizing  prices  and  by  the  exportation  and 
domestic  consumption  of  agricultural  products,  and  to  contribute  to 
stabilizing  market  prices  either  through  announcements  that  the  De¬ 
partment  stands  ready  to  enter  the  market,  or  by  actual  participation 
in  the  market.  The  extent  to  which  funds  actually  will  be  obligated 
and  expended  for  perishables  and  other  surplus  removal  programs 
will  depend  upon  the  market  situation  that  develops  as  peak  market¬ 
ing  seasons  approach.  The  type  of  program  to  be  developed  also  de¬ 
pends  upon  the  kind  and  volume  of  existing  surpluses  and  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  potential  outlets.  Generally,  surpluses  are  removed  from 
the  market  through  purchases,  which  are  then  donated  to  schools, 
institutions  and  needy  persons. 

Section  32  represents  by  far  the  most  practical  way  to  deal  with 
perishable  commodities.  By  buying  surpluses,  prices  are  strengthened, 
income  is  stabilized,  and  farm  producers  can  stay  in  business.  This  is 
essential  to  our  food  supply  as  well  as  to  the  economy.  For  the  system 
to  work  when  prices  are  depressed,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must 
have  sufficient  funds  to  move  in  and  buy  and  offer  to  buy  all  the  foods 
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in  surplus.  Often,  the  mere  announcement  of  intent,  backed  up  with 
the  funds  to  carry  out  the  program,  is  sufficient  to  stem  a  potentially 
disastrous  price  depression. 

The  Committee  approves  the  amounts  estimated  in  the  budget  for 
the  full  utilization  of  the  section  32,  including  the  increase  of  $86,058,- 
000  for  the  special  feeding  program  originally  recommended  to  the 
House  by  this  Committee.  A  summary  of  the  $186,058,000  provided  for 
this  program  is  as  follows  : 


Allocated  to 


Fiscal  year 
1970 


Fiscal  year 
1971 


Increase  or 
decrease 


Special  assistance  (free  or  reduced  price  lunch)  program 

School  breakfast  program _ 

Special  milk  program.. . . 

Nonfood  assistance  program . . . . . 

Nutrition  supplement  (special  packages) . . 

State  administrate  expenses . . . . 

Total . . . . . . . 


$61 , 000,  000  $1 51 , 653,  000  +$90, 653,  000 

1 , 000,  000  3,  000, 000  +2,  000,  000 

20,000,000  . .  -20,000,000 

5,000,000  _  -5,000,000 

1 1 ,  000, 000  29, 405, 000  +18, 405, 000 

2,000,000  2,000,000  . 


100,000,000  186,058,000  +86,058,000 


This  program  is  administered  by  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service 
largely  in  conjunction  with  the  child  nutrition  programs. 

FOOD  AND  NUTRITION  SERVICE 

The  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  was  established  August  8, 1969,  by 
Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1659  and  Supplement  1.  It  represents 
a  much-needed  organizational  effort  to  provide  emphasis  and  concen¬ 
trated  administration  of  the  food  programs.  These  programs  include : 

Special  milk  program :  Assistance  is  provided  to  States  for  making 
reimbursement  payments  to  eligible  schools  and  child-care  institutions 
which  inaugurate  or  expand  milk  service  in  order  to  increase  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children. 

School  lunch  programs :  Federal  assistance  is  provided  to  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  for  use  in  serving  nutritious 
lunches  and  breakfast  to  children  attending  schools  of  high  school 
grades  or  under  in  order  to  improve  the  health  and  well-being  of  the 
Nation’s  children,  and  broaden  the  market  for  agricultural  food 
commodities. 

Food  stamp  program:  This  program  is  authorized  by  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  (P.L.  88-525,  approved  August  31,  1964).  It  is 
aimed  at  making  more  effective  use  of  the  Nation’s  food  abundance  and 
at  improving  nutritional  standards  of  needy  persons  through  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  food  coupons  which  may  be  used  in  retail  stores  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  commercial  brand  foods.  As  heretofore  pointed  out,  all  funds 
for  this  purpose  contained  in  this  bill  in  excess  of  $170,000,000  must 
be  authorized. 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  (section  32)  :  This  in¬ 
cludes  the  donation  of  commodities  purchased  under  the  price  stabiliz¬ 
ing  activities  of  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  as  well  as  the 
price  support  activities  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Special 
programs  provide  food  to  needy  children  and  adults  who  are  suffering 
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from  general  and  continued  hunger.  Financial  assistance  aids  State 
and  local  units  to  expand  and  improve  commodity  distribution  to 
needy  households.  A  pilot  program  provides  mothers  and  infants 
under  one  year  of  age  from  low-income  households  with  food  certifi¬ 
cates  for  critical  nutrients. 

As  pointed  out  earlier  in  the  report,  the  Committee  has  been  an  im¬ 
portant  source  of  support  for  the  food  programs.  This  year  is  no  excep¬ 
tion.  In  addition  to  provisions  of  the  budget  totalling  $2.3  billion  in 
direct  food  aid,  the  Committee  has  restored  $104,000,000  for  the  special 
milk  program,  and  added  $5,000,000,  above  the  budget  estimate,  for 
much-needed  kitchen  equipment.  The  total  provides  $200,000,000  for 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches  for  an  estimated  6.6  million  needy  chil¬ 
dren.  The  Children’s  Food  Service  Bill  (Public  Law  91-248)  passed 
too  late  for  the  Committee  to  receive  a  budget  estimate  or  to  hold  hear¬ 
ings.  Such  program  changes  will  have  to  be  provided  for  in  the  next 
supplemental. 

A  summary  of  the  recommendations  follows : 


FOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
[Program  level— Dollars  in  thousands] 


Fiscal  year 
1969 

Fiscal  year 
19701 

Fiscal  year 
1971  budget 
estimate 

Fiscal  year 
1971  House  bill 

$162, 034 

54, 000 

3,  500 
748 
153 
23,244 

$168, 041 
134, 800 
12,  000 
15,000 
2,750 

2 13, 572 

$169,721 
200, 000 
15,  000 
12,  500 
2,750 

2  15,  000 

$169,721 
200, 000 
15,  000 
17, 500 
2,750 
215,000 

223,  679 
292, 107 

3, 995 

346, 163 
230, 205 

5,  282 

414, 971 
264,  465 
5,  542 

419, 971 
264, 465 
5,542 

519,781 

581,650 

684, 978 

689, 978 

102, 048 

83,  814 
20,000  . 

103,314 

629 

686  . 

686 

102, 677 

104,000  . 

104, 000 

250,981 

610, 000 

1,250,000 

1,250,000 

192,668 
4,154 
1,300 
79, 278 

182,  015 
16,  000 
2,318  . 
61,942 

160, 300 
19, 700 

92, 745 

160, 300 
19,700 

92, 745 

277, 400 
8,317 

262,275 
33, 000 

272, 745 
40, 000 

272, 745 
40, 000 

536, 698 

32, 227 

9, 948 

905,275 
12, 889 
30,  000 

1, 562, 745 
26,416 
50,  000 

1,562, 745 
26,  416 
50, 000 

1,201,332 

1,633, 814 

2, 324,139 

2,433,139 

Program 


A.  Child  nutrition  program: 

1.  Cash  grants  to  States: 

(a)  School  lunch  (sec.  4) _ 

(b)  Free  and  reduced  price  lunches. 

(c)  School  breakfast . . 

(d)  Nonfood  assistance _ 

(e)  State  administrative  expenses.. 

(f)  Nonschool  food  program . 


Total,  cash  grants. 

2.  Commodities  to  States _ 

3.  Federal  operating  expenses.. 


Total,  child  nutrition  program. 

B.  Special  milk  program: 

1.  Milk  (direct  appropriation) _ 

2.  Special  sec.  32  funds  used  I 


Special : 

3.  Administrative  expenses. 


for  milk  program. 


Total,  special  milk  program. 
Family  feeding  program: 

1.  Food  stamp  program . 


2.  Direct  distribution  to  families: 

(a)  Section  32  commodities . . 

(b)  Financial  assistance  to  States. . . 

(c)  Federal  direct  operation  at  local  level 

(d)  Section  416 _ _ _ _ 


Total,  direct  distribution  to  families. 
3.  Nutrition  supplement . . . 


Total,  family  feeding... 

D.  Direct  distribution  to  institutions. 

E.  Nutrition  education  program  a _ 


Total,  food  assistance  program. 


>  Revised  to  reflect  approval  of  Public  Law  91-207  (Mar.  12,  1970)  to  provide  additional  funds  for  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
gram. 

2  Excludes  balances  carried  forward  to  succeeding  year. 

2  Includes  administrative  expenses. 


Special  milk  program. — The  Committee  recommends  a  direct  appro¬ 
priation  of  $104,000,000.  This  is  the  same  total  amount  available  for 
this  program  in  1970.  It  is  recognized  that  the  health  and  well-being 
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of  our  nation’s  children  depends  in  part  on  providing  nutritious  foods 
through  our  schools.  Where  such  programs  are  not  available,  we  should 
at  least  assure  that  milk  is  provided.  This  program  is  not  currently 
authorized  for  fiscal  year  1971.  H.R.  5554,  providing  for  permanent 
authorization,  has  passed  the  House  and  Senate.  Language  has  been 
provided  prohibiting  expenditure  of  funds  until  final  action  on  the 
authorization. 

Child  nutrition  'programs. — The  Committee  recommends  a  total 
child  nutrition  program  level  of  $791,478,000.  This  level  exceeds  the 
budget  request  by  $5,000,000  for  equipment  assistance. 

The  total  includes  $90,395,000  in  direct  appropriation,  $174,033,000 
by  transfer  from  section  32,  $156,653,000  for  special  nutritional  as¬ 
sistance  provided  by  special  language  included  in  section  32,  and  a 
$3,000,000  carryover  from  the  preschool  program  appropriated  in 
1970.  This  represents  a  total  increase  of  $108,328,000  over  the  funds 
available  in  1970,  including  the  additional  $30,000,000  provided  on 
March  12, 1970,  by  Public  Law  91-207. 

The  Committee  recommends  $17,500,000,  for  food  service  equipment, 
an  increase  of  $2,500,000  above  1970  and  $5,000,000  above  the  budget. 
It  is  hoped  that  these  funds  will  be  used  to  encourage  modern  kitchens 
with  facilities  to  provide  hot,  appetizing  food  to  the  individual  schools 
from  central  locations  wherever  this  is  feasible. 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  requested  increase  of  $1,680,000  for 
the  regular  school  lunch  program  for  a  total  of  $169,721,000  for  1971. 

Free  and  reduced  price  lunches:  The  Committee  concurs  in  the  re¬ 
quested  increase  of  $75,200,000  for  free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  This 
level  will  allow  the  extension  of  the  lunch  program  to  all  6,600,000 
needy  children  estimated  by  the  Administration. 

Public  Law  91-248,  the  Children’s  Food  Service  Programs  Bill  was 
signed  by  the  President  on  May  14, 1970.  This  bill  provides  for  advance 
appropriations  for  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  and  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  It  further  provides  for  a  national  standard  for  children 
eligible  for  free  and  reduced  price  lunches  and  sets  limits  on  what  they 
may  be  required  to  pay.  It  authorizes  the  nonfood  assistance  program, 
for  which  $17,500,000  has  been  provided  in  this  bill.  The  new  bill  pro¬ 
vides  a  minimum  State  revenue  matching  requirement  as  opposed  to 
Hie  current  practice  of  meeting  the  matching  requirements  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  with  children’s  payments. 

The  Administration  has  not  had  time  to  provide  estimates  on  which 
the  Committee  can  act  and  the  funds  provided,  though  extensive,  are 
not  specifically  based  on  these  amended  provisions.  The  Committee 
recognizes  their  far-reaching  effect  and,  where  necessary,  authorizes  the 
administration  of  the  program  at  a  quarterly  rate  in  excess  of  the  an¬ 
nual  amounts  recommended  in  this  bill  until  such  time  as  the  program 
estimates  can  be  reviewed  in  connection  with  the  first  supplemental. 

Food  stamp  program. — The  Administration  recommended  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $1,250,000,000.  The  Committee  has  approved  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  subject  to  subsequent  authorization  by  the  Congress. 
This  program  is  currently  authorized  only  through  December,  1970, 
at  a  level  of  $170,000,000.  The  Committee  has  therefore  had  to  provide 
language  which  would  prohibit  the  expenditure  of  these  funds  until 
properly  authorized.  Because  of  the  size  and  importance  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  this  unusual  action  is  recommended  because  it  seems  the  only 
way  to  proceed  expeditiously.  The  significant  expansion  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  resulted  from  the  program  modifications  made  possible  by  the 
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$610,000,000  appropriated  in  1970.  In  December  the  Secretary 
announced  program  changes  which  assured  sufficient  bonus  coupons 
to  provide  a  minimum  adequate  diet  to  eligible  families.  These  modi¬ 
fications  resulted  in  a  monthly  bonus  cost  in  April  of  $70,000,000.  This 
is  more  than  double  the  cost  for  J anuary. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  was  established  March  10,  1953, 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1320,  Supplement  1.  Public  Law  690 
approved  August  28,  1954,  transferred  the  agricultural  attaches  from 
the  Department  of  State  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

The  primary  function  of  this  organization  is  to  help  American  agri¬ 
culture  in  maintaining  and  expanding  foreign  markets  for  agricultural 
products,  so  vital  to  the  economic  well  being  of  the  Nation.  It  maintains 
a  worldwide  agricultural  intelligence  and  reporting  service  to  assist 
U.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export  operations  through  a  contin-  . 
uous  program  of  analyzing  and  reporting  foreign  agricultural  produc-  V* 
tion,  markets,  and  policies.  It  attempts  to  help  develop  foreign  markets 
for  U.S.  farm  products  through  administration  of  special  export  pro¬ 
grams  and  through  helping  to  secure  international  trade  conditions 
that  are  favorable  toward  our  products. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $27,140,000,  a  program  in¬ 
crease  of  $250,000  over  the  amount  available  in  1970  plus  pay  costs. 

The  Committee  is  providing  $250,000  solely  for  the  attache  service 
in  the  field  in  F ar  Eastern  markets. 

The  Committee  believes  this  agency  has  adequate  U.S. -based  per¬ 
sonnel  available  to  meet  its  objectives.  It  must  take  more  direct  action 
such  as  insisting  that  commodities  are  available  for  foreign  buyers  in 
the  form,  quality,  and  quantity  they  desire  on  a  consistent  basis. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives  are 
to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market  corners ;  prevent 
dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and  market  information  ^ 
affecting  commodity  prices;  protect  hedgers  and  other  users  of  the  V 
commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating,  fraud,  and  manipula¬ 
tive  practices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  privileges  and  con¬ 
tract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers;  insure  trust 
fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers  and  other 
traders,  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by  brokers ;  and  provide 
information  to  the  public  regarding  trading  operations  and  contract 
markets. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of  $2,552,000  for 
the  next  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  program  increase  of  $74,000  and  coupled 
with  savings  effected  will  enable  the  agency  to  utilize  computers  to 
aid  in  regulating  the  growing  trade  in  commodity  futures. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with  the 
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Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  133Z).  The  Service 
carries  on  the  following  principal  programs  from  appropriated  funds : 

Production  adjustment  programs:  The  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  authorizes  production  adjustment 
for  designated  basic  commodities  (tobacco,  peanuts,  wheat,  cotton, 
and  rice)  through  acreage  allotments,  and  the  adjustment  of  sup¬ 
plies  through  marketing  quotas  when  supplies  reach  specified 
levels  in  relation  to  normal  demand. 

Sugar  act  program:  The  chief  objective  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  is  “to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugar 
and  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  industry.” 
This  involves  (a)  determination  of  U.S.  consumption  require¬ 
ments;  (b)  administration  of  quotas  to  regulate  imports  of  sugar 
produced  in  foreign  areas,  as  well  as  marketing  of  sugar  produced 
in  domestic  areas;  and  (c)  payments  to  domestic  producers  of 
sugarbeets  and  sugarcane,  provided  producers  comply  with  certain 
labor,  wage,  price,  and  marketing  requirements  prescribed  by 
law. 

Agricultural  conservation  program :  This  program  is  authorized 
by  the  provisions  of  sections  7  to  16(a),  inclusive,  and  section  17 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended.  Its  objectives  include  (1)  restoring  and  improving 
soil  fertility,  (2)  reducing  erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water,  and 
(3)  conserving  water  on  land.  Cost-sharing  assistance  is  fur¬ 
nished  to  individual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  carrying  out  approved  soil-build¬ 
ing  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  This 
assistance  represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the 
practices.  The  farmer  tears  the  balance  of  the  cost,  and  in 
addition  supplies  the  labor  and  management  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  practices. 

Cropland  adjustment  program:  This  program  was  authorized 
in  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  to  assist 
farmers,  through  long-term  agreements,  to  divert  land  from  the 
production  of  certain  crops  to  more  needed  uses  that  will  promote 
the  development  and  conservation  of  our  soil,  water,  forest,  wild¬ 
life,  and  recreational  resources.  The  program  also  establishes,  pro¬ 
tects,  and  conserves  open  spaces  and  natural  beauty  and  prevents 
air  and  water  pollution. 

Emergency  conservation  measures :  The  objective  of  this 
program,  which  is  authorized  by  the  Third  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  of  1957  and  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Acts 
of  1958  and  1959,  is  to  restore  to  normal  agricultural  use  farm¬ 
lands  which  have  been  damaged  by  wind  erosion,  hurricanes, 
floods,  or  other  natural  disasters.  To  this  end,  farmers  are 
offered  cost-sharing  assistance  for  carrying  out  approved  practices. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  The  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is  a  long-range  program 
under  which  farmers  have  voluntarily  contracted  to  take  crop¬ 
land  out  of  production  for  a  specified  number  of  years  and  devote 
it  to  conservation  uses.  In  return  the  farmer  receives  (a)  an 
annual  rental  payment  for  the  contract  period,  and  (b)  assistance 
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in  either  cash  or  conservation  materials  and  services  for  carrying 
out  approved  conservation  practices  on  the  reserved  acreage. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  program  activities:  Various 
price  support  and  related  programs  have  been  authorized  in 
numerous  legislative  enactments  since  the  early  1930s.  Operations 
under  these  programs  are  financed  through  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabil¬ 
ization  and  Conservation  Service  are  utilized  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  programs  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  the 
A  dministrator  of  the  Service  is  also  Executive  Vice  President  of 
the  Corporation. 

Foreign  assistance  programs  and  other  special  activities  :  Vari¬ 
ous  surplus  disposal  programs  and  other  special  activities  are 
conducted  pursuant  to  specific  statutory  authorizations  and 
directives.  These  laws  authorize  the  use  of  CCC  funds  and  facil¬ 
ities  to  implement  the  programs.  Appropriations  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  are  transferred  or  paid  to  the  Corporation  for  its  costs 
incurred  in  connection  with  these  activities,  such  as  Public  Law  V 
480;  Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile;  and  National 
Wool  Act. 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service. — 
The  Committee  proposes  an  appropriation  of  $152,690,000  for  the 
coming  year  for  the  operating  expenses  of  the  various  programs  ad¬ 
ministered  by  this  agency.  The  amount  recommended  is  an  increase  of 
$17,224,000  over  the  1971  budget  request  and  is  the  same  level  as  1970 
adjusted  for  pay  costs.  The  increase  provides  $20,224,000  to  administer 
the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  and  reflects  a  reduction  of 
$3,000,000  resulting  from  savings  made  in  1970. 

In  addition  to  the  direct  appropriation,  transfers  for  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  administrative  costs  are  recommended  totalling 
$68,779,000,  the  same  as  the  budget  estimate  and  $6,296,000  over  the 
amount  approved  for  1970.  This  increase  is  necessary  due  to  expanded 
inventories  and  to  restore  the  contingency  reserve  used  for  pay  costs  in 
1970. 

Sugar  Act  Program. — The  full  budget  request  of  $83,600,000  is 
recommended  for  this  program.  This  is  $9,400,000  below  the  appropri¬ 
ation  for  1970,  due  principally  to  the  drop  in  payments  to  producers  in 
the  continental  beet  area  where  the  1970  crop  production  is  estimated 
at  375,000  tons  less  than  the  1969  crop. 

Payments  are  made  under  this  program  to  domestic  producers  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugar  cane  who  comply  with  certain  special  require¬ 
ments.  To  finance  these  payments,  a  tax  of  500  per  hundred  pounds  is 
imposed  on  all  beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or  imported  into  the 
United  States  for  direct  consumption.  During  the  period  1938-1969, 
collections  of  $2.7  billion  from  excise  taxes  and  import  duties  have 
exceeded  the  payments  by  $612  million. 

Agricultural  C onservation  Program. — The  budget  request  of  $185,- 
000,000  is  recommended  for  1971  to  make  payments  earned  under  the 
1970  program  authorized  last  year.  Amounts  due  under  this  program 
are  legal  commitments  and  funds  must  be  provided.  All  contracts  are 
entered  into  under  the  program  announced  the  previous  year. 

The  Committee  strongly  regrets  that  $10,500,000  of  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Congress  to  plan  the  1970  program  was  held  in  reserve  by 
the  Budget  Bureau.  That  represents  $25,000,000  worth  of  conservation 
and  pollution  control  that  the  country  cannot  well  afford  to  lose. 
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The  Committee  has  restored  the  1971  program  authorization  to  the 
$195,500,000  level  authorized  for  1970,  as  well  as  the  $20,224,000  to 
administer  this  program  under  Expenses,  ASCS. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee,  the 
funds  expended  through  this  program  return  to  the  Nation  the  great¬ 
est  possible  conservation  benefits  including  pollution  prevention.  This 
program  provides  the  best  possible  means  of  meeting  local  conservation 
needs  as  determined  locally  in  all  areas  of  the  country.  It  has  proven 
to  be  far  more  comprehensive  and  effective  than  other  approaches 
adopted  in  recent  years. 

Conservation  practices  under  this  program  are  developed  initially 
at  the  local  level  by  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  and  the  Federal  Forest  Service.  Representatives  of 
the  land-grant  colleges,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  State  con¬ 
servation  committees,  and  other  State  and  Federal  agricultural  agen¬ 
cies  also  participate  in  these  determinations. 

The  recommendations  of  these  groups  are  used  as  the  basis  for  for¬ 
mulating  joint  recommendations  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  in  Washington.  From  these  recommendations, 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Department  in  Washington  develop  and 
recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  national  program.  State 
and  local  people  then  develop  their  local  programs  within  the  structure 
of  the  national  program  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No  practices  are 
adopted  and  put  into  effect  in  any  State  or  county  unless  approved  by 
the  local  conservation  groups. 

The  contribution  of  the  ACP  program  to  the  watershed  program 
and  other  conservation  efforts  of  the  Nation  is  reflected  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  table : 


Accomplish- 

Unit  (in  ments 

Practice  thousands)  1936-1968 


Water  storage  reservoirs  constructed  to  distribute  grazing,  control  erosion,  and 
conserve  irrigation  water  and  wildlife. 

Terraces  constructed  to  control  erosion  or  conserve  water. . . . 

Stripcropping  systems  established  to  control  wind  or  water  erosion  and  conserve 
water. 

Permanent  sod  waterways  established  to  control  erosion  and  safely  dispose  of 
excess  runoff. 

Competitive  shrubs  controlled  on  range  or  pasture  to  permit  growth  of  adequate 
cover  for  erosion  control. 

Trees  and  shrubs  planted  for  forestry  purposes,  erosion  control,  or  land-use  adjust¬ 
ment. 

Forest  tree  stands  improved  for  forestry  purposes  and  erosion  control. . 


Structures 

Acres _ 

Acres . 

Acres _ 

Acres _ 

Acres _ 

Acres . 


2, 072 

30, 697 
113,404 

1,050 

57,662 

4,  794 

3,931 


Cropland  adjustment  program. — This  program  is  authorized  by 
title  VI  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  to 
assist  farmers,  through  long-term  agreements,  to  divert  land  from  the 
production  of  unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will  promote  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  conservation  of  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreational 
resources. 

In  return  for  diverting  the  cropland  to  approved  uses,  producers 
receive  adjustment  payments.  They  also  are  eligible  to  receive  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  for  establishing  approved  conservation  uses.  The 
period  of  a  contract  cannot  be  less  than  5  years  and  not  more  than  10 
years. 

The  Committee  proposes  an  appropriation  of  $77,800,000,  the  level 
recommended  in  the  budget.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $800,000  below  the 
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appropriation  for  1970.  These  payments  are  required  for  agreements 
entered  into  in  1966  and  1967.  The  authorization  ends  this  year. 

Emergency  conservation  measures. — This  appropriation  provides 
special  funds  for  sharing  the  cost  of  emergency  conservation  measures 
to  deal  with  cases  of  severe  damage  to  farm  and  rangelands  resulting 
from  natural  disasters.  The  criteria  under  which  assistance  may  be 
made  available  are  set  forth  in  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590(h) ). 

Funds  are  allocated  for  use  only  in  those  counties  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  disaster  counties.  Assistance  is  made  avail¬ 
able  to  treat  new  conservation  problems  which  (1)  if  not  treated  will 
impair  or  endanger  the  land,  (2)  materially  affect  the  productive  ca¬ 
pacity  of  the  land,  (3)  represent  damage  which  is  unusual  in  character 
and,  except  for  wind  erosion,  is  not  the  type  which  would  recur  fre¬ 
quently  in  the  same  area,  and  (4)  will  be  so  costly  to  rehabilitate  that 
Federal  assistance  is  or  will  be  required  to  return  the  land  to  productive 
agricultural  use. 

The  budget  request  of  $5,000,000  is  recommended  by  the  Committee. 
This  is  the  same  level  appropriated  in  1970.  This  amount  plus  antic¬ 
ipated  carryover  funds  estimated  at  $11,500,000,  should  total 
$16,500,000  for  such  emergency  situations  as  may  arise  in  1971. 


RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 

The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  was  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1570  dated  February  24, 
1965.  It  cooperates  with  other  agencies  in  all  phases  of  rural  develop¬ 
ment,  and  serves  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  other  departments 
of  government  at  the  Washington  level  in  the  implementation  of  rural 
development  programs.  It  also  identifies  Federal  programs  outside  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  that  are  still  not  effectively  reaching  rural 
areas  because  of  difficulties  of  communicating  with  a  dispersed  rural 
population.  It  works  with  Federal  departments  and  agencies  having 
such  programs  to  develop  effective  means  for  overcoming  these  diffi¬ 
culties  by  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  programs  and  by  setting  up 
appropriate  methods  of  utilizing  the  services  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  and  other  Department  of  Agriculture  agencies  to 
facilitate  rural  development  programs  which  supplement  the  regular 
programs  of  these  agencies  in  rural  areas. 

Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1679  dated  January  30, 1970,  abolished 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  and,  as  indicated  in  the 
budget  amendment  transmitted  in  House  Document  91-305,  trans¬ 
ferred  its  functions  to  the  following  agencies :  Office  of  the  Secretary, 
$140,000;  Farmer  Cooperative  Service,  $23,000;  Extension  Service, 
$140,000;  Farmers  Home  Administration,  $91,000;  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Service,  $44,000 ;  Soil  Conservation  Service,  $32,000 ;  and  Forest 
Service,  $14,000. 

In  1966  the  Committee  stated : 

The  Committee  is  in  favor  of  efforts  to  meet  rural  problems 
and  will  continue  to  support  them.  The  Committee  believes, 
however,  that  such  programs  have  been  handled  effectively  in 
the  past  through  the  regular  established  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  which  have  been  working  successfully  with  rural 
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people  through  the  years.  These  old-line  agencies  have  the 
funds,  qualified  technicians,  and  established  field  offices  to 
meet  the  needs  of  rural  areas.  They  can  function  more  effec¬ 
tively  if  additional  layers  of  supervision  are  not  added  be¬ 
tween  Washington  and  the  rural  areas  to  be  served. 

However,  the  Committee  also  recognizes  a  need  to  coordinate  the 
multiple  efforts  in  and  out  of  the  Department.  A  small  staff  must  be 
preserved  to  assure  that  all  the  programs  are  brought  to  bear  on  the 
solution  of  this  most  critical  task  ahead,  and  the  Committee  is  pro¬ 
viding  $230,000  for  this  purpose.  This  amount  is  compared  to  $450,000 
for  1970. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Internal  audit,  inspection,  and  investigations  activities  are  carried 
out  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  which  was  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503  dated  June  25, 1962, 
and  No.  1524  dated  December  21,  1962.  The  Office  is  responsible  to  the 
Secretary  for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and  programs  of  the 
Department  are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level  of  administra¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and  the  Secretary.  It 
insures  prompt  and  appropriate  corrective  action  in  those  areas  in 
which  deviation  from  established  law,  policy,  procedure,  rules,  or  regu¬ 
lations  has  developed;  and  conducts  internal  audit,  inspection,  and 
investigative  activities  within  the  Department  and  coordinates  and 
correlates  them  with  various  investigative  agencies  of  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 

The  Committee  recommends  program  increases  of  $650,000,  and 
$1,071,000  largely  for  1970  pay  costs.  This  addition  over  1970  will 
provide  $15,378,000  for  1971. 

The  Committee  recommends  $497,000  to  expand  the  food  stamp 
investigation  activities  due  to  the  alarming  increase  in  thefts  of  food 
stamps.  The  problem  will  become  more  complicated  as  food  stamps 
become  more  valuable  in  terms  of  the  federal  funds  they  represent  and 
as  they  are  issued  in  larger  quantities. 

The  Committee  also  recommends  an  additional  $85,000  for  audit  and 
control  in  the  pesticide  area  and  $68,000  for  the  expanding  cooperative 
meat  and  poultry  programs. 

The  Committee  feels  that  program  reviews,  in  addition  to  those  of 
school  lunch  authorities,  would  be  duplicating  the  work  of  program 
administrators.  For  this  reason  the  increase  in  this  field  has  been 
disallowed. 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ADMINISTRATION 

This  agency  administers  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  of  1921,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  181-229),  which  is  designed  to  assure  free,  open, 
and  fair  competition  and  fair  practices  in  the  marketing  of  livestock, 
live  poultry,  meat  and  dressed  poultry.  It  protects  consumers  against 
unfair  business  practices  in  the  marketing  of  meat  and  poultry.  It  pro¬ 
tects  members  of  the  livestock  marketing  and  meat  industries  from 
unfair,  deceptive,  discriminatory  and  monopolistic  practices  of 
competitors. 

Investigations  are  conducted  to  determine  that  the  operations  of 
packers  and  retail  organizations  do  not  involve  the  proscribed  mal¬ 
practices.  Through  the  use  of  required  annual  and  special  reports,  as 
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well  as  audits,  the  financial  stability  of  these  organizations  is  deter¬ 
mined  in  order  to  guard  against  loss  to  persons  and  firms  dealing  with 
them.  When  violations  or  insolvencies  are  established,  procedures  to 
obtain  cease  and  desist  orders  are  initiated  in  order  to  prevent  future 
violations. 

Operations  of  stockyards,  market  agencies,  and  dealers  are  investi¬ 
gated  and  audited  to  assure  that  their  business  practices  are  fair  and 
in  free  open  competition;  that  they  are  financially  sound;  and  that 
adequate  services  and  facilities  are  furnished  by  stockyards  and  market 
agencies  at  reasonable  and  nondiscriminatory  rates  and  charges. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,508,650,  for  pay 
increases  of  $154,000  over  1970  and  $239,350  below  the  budget.  This 
agency  has  been  expanded  significantly  since  its  establishment  as  a 
separate  agency,  and  the  Committee  feels  that  it  has  reached  a  level  of 
investigation  adequate  for  the  current  business  level. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  originally  known  as  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor,  was  established  in  1910  as  the  law  office  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  performs  all  of  the  legal  work  arising  from 
the  activities  of  the  Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents  the 
Department  in  administrative  proceedings  for  the  promulgation  of 
rules  having  the  force  and  effect  of  law ;  in  quasi- judicial  hearings  held 
in  connection  with  the  administration  of  various  programs  and  acts ; 
and  in  proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  in¬ 
volving  freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm  commodities,  in¬ 
cluding  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Commission  to  the  courts. 
He  serves  as  General  Counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  He  reviews  criminal 
cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Department  for  referral  to 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  budget  request  of  $5,657,000,  the  same  as  last  year  revised  for 
pay  costs,  is  recomemnded  by  the  Committee.  The  Committee  is  con¬ 
cerned  by  the  rising  litigation  in  which  the  General  Counsel  must  par¬ 
ticipate,  but  has  been  assured  that  the  request  is  adequate  to  meet 
these  needs. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  was  established  under  its  present  name 
in  1925  as  a  consolidation  of  functions  formally  organized  as  early  as 
1889,  to  coordinate  in  the  Department  the  dissemination  of  information 
useful  to  agriculture  as  directed  by  the  act  establishing  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  1862. 

The  Office  has  general  direction  and  supervision  of  all  publications 
and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the  Department,  in¬ 
cluding  the  final  review,  illustrating,  printing,  and  distribution  of 
publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  television,  and 
magazine  materials ;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news  and  general 
illustration-type  photographs;  and  the  preparation  and  distribution 
of  exhibits  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook  of 
Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Department  Directory,  and  the  Department  List  of  Publications; 
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handles  the  details  of  distributing  farmers’  bulletins  allotted  to  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress ;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  requests  for  general 
information.  Under  the  Department’s  working  capital  fund,  the  Office 
also  produces  visual  informational  materials,  such  as  motion  pictures, 
art  and  graphics  materials,  and  still  photographic  work  for  the 
Department  and  for  other  Government  agencies. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $2,256,000,  including  pay  costs  of 
$150,000  is  recommended  by  the  Committee.  This  continues  the  same 
program  level  as  1970. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

The  Library,  pursuant  to  the  Department’s  organic  act  of  1862,  and 
under  delegation  from  the  Secretary,  “procures  and  preserves  all 
information  concerning  agriculture  which  can  be  obtained  by  means 
of  books  *  *  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department,  the 
Library  also  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

The  Library  makes  available  to  the  research  workers  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well  as  to  the  general  pub¬ 
lic,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world  that  is  contained  in  pub¬ 
lished  literature.  The  Library  collects  current  and  historical  published 
material  and  organizes  it  for  maximum  service  to  the  Department  and 
to  the  public  through  reference  services,  loans  of  publications,  biblio¬ 
graphical  services,  and  photo  reproductions  of  library  material.  It 
issues  a  monthly  Bibliography  of  Agriculture  in  which  is  listed  the 
agricultural  literature  of  the  world.  The  book  collection  approximates 
2  million  volumes. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,614,750,  a  pro¬ 
gram  increase  of  $200,000  over  the  funds  available  in  1970  and  $300,000 
below  the  budget  estimate.  This  increase  will  be  used  to  preserve  and 
microfilm  books  and  periodicals,  and  will  enable  expanding  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  new  books.  A  survey  indicated  that  the  library  collection 
averaged  about  55  percent  completeness. 

The  Committee  has  not  provided  the  $800,000  requested  for  a  new 
cafeteria  to  be  located  in  the  new  library  building.  This  action,  based 
on  budget  stringencies,  represents  a  deferral  without  prejudice  but 
urges  the  Department  to  further  explore  other  alternatives.  The 
Department  must  guard  against  any  short-sighted  reallocation  of 
spaced  planned  for  future  library  expansion. 

OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES 

The  Office  of  Management  Services  provides  consolidated  manage¬ 
ment  support  services  to  certain  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department. 
It  was  established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1529  dated  Janu¬ 
ary  29,  1963,  to  provide  greater  economy  and  effectiveness  in  the  ren¬ 
dering  of  management  service  through  utilization  of  manpower  and 
management  techniques ;  increased  specialization  of  professional  skills ; 
and  more  extensive  use  of  time-saving  equipment. 

The  consolidated  management  support  functions  include  budget  and 
finance,  personnel  and  related  programs,  administrative  services,  and 
information  work.  The  organization  structure  of  OMS  is  based  upon 
these  functions  with  operating  divisions  providing  the  services  for  the 
following  agencies  and  offices :  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Office  of  Budget 
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and  Finance,  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners,  Office  of  Management 
Improvement,  Office  of  Personnel,  Office  of  Plant  and  Operations, 
Office  of  Information,  National  Agricultural  Library,  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  Farmer  Cooperative 
Service,  Commodity  Exchange  Authority,  Cooperative  State  Research 
Service,  Economic  Research  Service,  Statistical  Reporting  Service, 
Rural  Community  Development  Service,  and  the  Foreign  Economic 
Development  Service. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,384,000,  an 
increase  of  $135,000  over  1970  plus  pay  costs.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$134,000  below  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  recommended  will 
enable  this  agency  to  meet  its  responsibilities  for  1971  including  the 
updating  of  necessary  accounting  equipment. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  assisted  by  the  Under  Secretary,  the 
Assistant  Secretaries,  and  members  of  their  immediate  staffs,  directs 
and  coordinates  the  work  of  the  Department ;  formulates  and  develops 
policy;  maintains  relationships  with  agricultural  organizations  and 
others  in  the  development  of  farm  programs;  and  maintains  liaison 
with  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  and  Members  of  Congress  on 
all  matters  pertaining  to  legislation  and  policy  to  insure  effective 
performance  of  the  agricultural  programs  of  the  Department. 

The  following  activities  are  also  included  under  General 
Administration : 

Personnel  administration  and  services  is  carried  on  by  the  Office 
of  Personnel,  the  staff  agency  with  responsibility  for  the  personnel 
management  program  of  the  Department. 

Budgetary  and  financial  administration  and  service  is  carried 
on  by  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  staff  agency  with 
responsibility  for  functions  relating  to  overall  administration  of 
the  budgetary,  fiscal,  and  related  affairs  of  the  Department. 

General  operations  are  carried  on  by  the  Office  of  Plant  and 
Operations,  a  staff  agency  exercising  general  staff  management 
direction  of  the  housing  of  the  Department’s  activities ;  the  leas¬ 
ing  of  commercial  space  and  management  of  real  property ;  pro¬ 
curement  activities;  purchasing,  warehousing,  utilization  and 
disposal  of  administrative  and  operating  supplies  and  equipment. 

Management  appraisal  and  systems  development  functions  are 
carried  out  by  the  Office  of  Management  Improvement  which  was 
established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1477  of  December  8, 
1961.  The  Office  is  responsible  for  the  general  direction,  leader¬ 
ship,  and  coordination  in  the  department  of  management 
appraisals,  systems  designs,  automatic  data  processing,  opera¬ 
tions  research,  and  related  management  techniques. 

Regulatory  hearings  and  decisions  include  the  work  of  the  Office 
of  Hearing  Examiners  and  of  the  Judicial  Officer.  The  hearing 
examiners  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act  relating  to  the  holding  of  hearings  (5  United  States 
Code  556).  Hearings  are  held  in  connection  with  prescribing  of 
new  regulations  and  orders,  and  on  disciplinary  complaints  filed 
by  the  Department,  or  on  petitions  filed  by  private  parties  asking 
relief  from  some  action  of  the  Department. 
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The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $5,559,000,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $721,000  over  1970  and  a  reduction  of  $482,000  below  the 
amended  budget.  The  bill  provides  $511,000  for  increased  overall  man¬ 
agement  improvement  efforts  and  for  pay  costs  in  1970.  House  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  91-305  amended  the  budget  to  abolish  the  Rural  Community 
Development  Service  and  places  $140,000  in  this  appropriation.  The 
Committee  has  restored  this  amount  to  RCDS  together  with  small 
amounts  from  other  affected  agencies. 

The  Committee  is  again  providing  for  transfer  of  funds  from  the 
working  capital  fund  in  the  amount  of  $269,000  and  is  providing  for  a 
direct  appropriation  of  $210,000  for  contract  compliance.  These 
amounts  provided  will  enable  the  Department  to  meet  its  portion  of 
the  Governmentwide  responsibilities  in  this  regard. 

Title  II — Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  7037  of  May  11, 1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension  of  central 
station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was  continued  by 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and  became  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1, 1939,  under  Reorganization  Plan 
II.  On  October  28,  1949,  Public  Law  423  amended  the  act  to  authorize 
loans  for  furnishing  and  improving  rural  telephone  service.  Electric 
and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liquidating  within  a  period 
not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — The  full  budget  estimate  of  $322,000,000  in 
new  authorization  for  electrification  loans  and  $123,800,000  for  tele¬ 
phone  loans  is  recommended.  These  new  authorizations  together  with 
carryover  funds  will  enable  the  Administrator  to  make  new  loans  of 
$345,000,000  and  $125,000,000,  respectively. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  is  recommending  $20,000,000  over  the 
budget  estimate  to  be  placed  in  budgetary  reserve  and  released  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  either  the  electric  or  telephone  programs 
where  the  most  acute  need  may  exist.  This  amount  is  equal  to  the 
$20,000,000  placed  in  budgetary  reserve  and  not  released  in  fiscal  year 
1970. 

Rural  telephone  systems  and  rural  electricity,  which  started  slowly 
with  a  drop-light  in  the  ceiling  and  power  for  the  radio,  is  now  avail¬ 
able  through  1900  electric  and  telephone  systems  financed  by  REA  to 
more  than  25  million  people.  Rural  electricity  supplies  a  substitute  for 
farm  labor  which  is  no  longer  available  while  providing  all  the  con¬ 
veniences  found  in  city  homes.  The  area  coverage  provided  makes  room 
for  the  increasing  millions  of  Americans  relieving  our  already  over¬ 
crowded  cities.  Certainly  power  and  communications  are  fundamental 
to  a  “balanced  growth  policy.” 

In  1935  only  10  percent  of  the  farms  received  central  station  electric 
power  and  it  is  now  98.4  percent.  This  fact  is  often  used  to  suggest  that 
REA  has  finished  its  task.  This  could  not  be  less  true.  Energy  con¬ 
sumption  is  presently  increasing  at  the  rate  of  6  million  kilowatt  hours 
per  year.  The  average  kilowatt  hours  per  month  per  consumer  has 
increased  from  543  to  616  kilowatt  hours  in  the  last  two  years.  Con¬ 
sumption  of  power  is  expected  to  increase  to  an  estimated  135  billion 
kilowatt  hours  by  1980. 
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To  meet  this  massive  requirement,  Congress  must  continue  to  play  its 
role.  The  REA  borrowers  themselves  are  likewise  seeking  other  means 
within  their  own  organization  to  meet  their  obligation  to  their  con¬ 
sumers.  They  are  forming  the  National  Rural  Utilities  Finance 
Corporation  to  commence  operations  this  year.  Whether  this  system 
works  will  have  to  await  the  action  of  the  money  markets. 

Because  of  this,  the  Committee  suggests  that  where  the  financial 
condition  of  a  borrower  is  sound  and  where  the  Government’s  interest 
is  adequately  safeguarded,  the  Administrator  considers  deferring  re¬ 
payments  on  outstanding  loans  for  up  to  three  years.  Such  action  where 
necessary  would  enable  the  cooperatives  to  more  fully  subscribe  the 
stock  of  this  new  lending  instit  ution. 

Likewise  the  need  for  telephone  service  continues  to  expand  and  the 
existing  financing  falls  short  of  the  need.  Other  financing  must  be 
sought  to  fill  this  need.  It  is  becoming  increasingly  evident  that  the 
Congress,  REA  and  the  telephone  cooperatives  themselves  must  look 
to  other  means  to  meet  this  growing  need. 

Information  placed  in  the  record  by  REA  indicates  that  the  largest 
number  of  unfilled  loan  applications  will  occur  in  the  distribution 
program.  The  Committee,  as  in  the  past,  recognizes  the  importance  of 
having  G  &  T  loan  funds  available  to  strengthen  borrowers’  bargain¬ 
ing  positions  and  to  provide  needed  power  supply  where  inadequate 
facilities  exist  or  where  such  supplies  cannot  be  obtained  economically. 
However,  it  is  essential  that  generation  and  transmission  loans  be  held 
to  a  minimum  until  the  urgent  needs  for  distribution  facilities  are  first 
met  since  State  law  and  territorial  agreements  properly  prohibit  com¬ 
peting  power  systems  from  servicing  REA  borrowers.  On  the  other 
hand  wholesale  power  can  be  supplied  by  any  source  available. 

The  Committee  also  suggests  that  the  Administrator  give  special 
consideration  to  both  REA  and  RTA  borrowers  with  the  lowest 
density  of  consumers  and  major  problems.  The  Committee  for  years 
has  supported  the  concept  of  area  coverage.  Although  98.4  percent  of 
the  United  States  has  central  station  electric  power  available,  in 
sparcely  populated  areas,  particularly  those  with  severe  weather  condi¬ 
tions,  there  are  major  problems  for  rural  electricity  and  rural  tele¬ 
phones.  In  those  cases,  loans  over  a  longer  period  of  time  might  be  in 
order  to  justify  what  might  not  otherwise  be  feasible. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — For  the  administrative  cost  of  REA, 
$14,613,000  is  recommended.  This  is  a  program  increase  of  $75,000  over 
1970  to  continue  modernizing  the  operations  of  this  organization  and  a 
reduction  of  $10,000  below  the  budget  restored  to  RODS. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration,  established  November  1,  1946, 
conducts  the  following  primary  activities : 

Makes  direct  and  insured  farm  ownership  loans  to  farmers  and 
ranchers  for  acquiring,  enlarging,  or  improving  farms,  including 
farm  buildings,  land  development,  use  and  conservation,  refi¬ 
nancing  indebtedness,  and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  are  re¬ 
payable  in  not  more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest  not  in  excess 
of  5  percent.  Insured  loans  are  made  with  funds  advanced  by 
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private  lenders  and  payments  of  principal  and  interest  are  fully 
guaranteed. 

Makes  direct  and  insured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  and  to  associations  for  the  effective  develop¬ 
ment  and  utilization  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement 
of  farmland  by  soil  and  water  conserving  facilities  and  practices. 
Loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest 
not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  Insured  loans  are  made  on  the  same  basis 
as  farm  ownership  insured  loans. 

Makes  direct  operating  loans  to  farmers  and  ranchers  for  costs 
incident  to  reorganizing  a  farming  system  for  more  profitable  op¬ 
erations,  for  a  variety  of  essential  farm  operating  expenses  such 
as  purchase  of  livestock,  farm  equipment,  feed,  seed,  fertilizer,  and 
farm  supplies,  for  financing  land  and  water  development,  use  and 
conservation,  for  refinancing  indebtedness,  for  other  farm  and 
home  needs,  and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  bear  interest  at 
6%  percent  and  may  be  made  for  periods  up  to  7  years,  but  may 
be  renewed  for  not  more  than  5  additional  years. 

Makes  direct  emergency  loans  in  designated  areas  where  a 
natural  disaster  has  caused  a  general  need  for  agricultural  credit 
which  cannot  be  met  for  temporary  periods  of  time  by  private, 
cooperative,  or  other  responsible  sources,  including  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  Emergency  loans  bear  interest  not  in  excess 
of  3  percent  and  are  repayable  not  later  than  provided  for  the 
regular  loans  for  similar  purposes. 

Makes  direct  rural  housing  loans  for  building  purposes  and 
insured  rural  housing  loans  pursuant  to  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  to  farm  owners,  to  owners  of  other  real  estate 
in  rural  areas  and  long-term  farm  leaseholders  in  rural  places  with 
a  population  of  up  to  5,500.  Rural  housing  loans  are  made  to  con¬ 
struct,  improve,  alter,  repair  or  replace  dwellings  and  essential 
farm  service  buildings  that  are  modest  in  size,  design  and  cost. 
Insured  loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  33  years  and  bear 
interest  at  6 14  percent. 

Makes  watershed  and  flood  prevention  loans  from  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  under  “Watershed  protection,  Soil  Conservation 
Service”  and  under  “Flood  prevention,  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice.”  Such  loans  are  made  to  local  organizations  for  installing, 
repairing,  or  improving  works  of  improvement  and  water  storage 
facilities,  purchasing  sites  or  rights-of-way  and  for  related  costs. 
Loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  50  years  at  an  interest  rate 
based  on  specified  outstanding  obligations  of  the  Treasury. 

Makes  direct  resource  conservation  and  development  loans  to 
sponsors  of  projects  approved  for  operation  by  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service.  Such  loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  30  years 
with  repayment  of  principal  and  interest  deferred  up  to  five  years 
if  necessary.  These  loans  bear  interest  at  a  rate  based  on  the  rate 
paid  by  similar  Treasury  issues. 

Makes  grants  for  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for 
the  development  of  water  and  sewer  systems  in  rural  areas  pur¬ 
suant  to  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended.  Grants  for  preparation  of  com¬ 
prehensive  water  and  sewer  plans  may  be  made  to  public  bodies 
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such  as  counties,  townships,  planning  commissions,  and  similar 
units  of  government,  and  to  such  other  agencies  as  may  have 
authorization  to  prepare  such  official  comprehensive  plans.  The 
amount  of  each  such  grant  will  be  limited  to  the  actual  expenses 
for  the  preparation  of  the  plans  which  are  outside  the  normal 
budget  of  the  recipient  organization. 

Makes  grants  for  water  and  sewer  development  costs  pursuant  to 
subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended.  Development  grants  are  made  to  associations, 
including  corporations  operating  on  a  nonprofit  basis,  municipali¬ 
ties,  and  similar  organizations,  generally  designated  as  public  or 
quasi-public  agencies,  that  propose  projects  for  development,  stor¬ 
age,  treatment,  purification,  and  distribution  of  domestic  water  or 
the  collection,  treatment,  or  disposal  of  waste  in  rural  areas.  Such 
grants  may  not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  development  cost  of  the 
projects,  and  supplement  other  funds  borrowed  or  furnished  by 
applicants  to  pay  development  costs.  No  loan  or  grant  may  be  f' 
made  which  would  cause  the  unpaid  principal  indebtedness  of  any  V 
association  owed  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  together 
with  the  amount  of  any  assistance  in  the  form  of  a  grant,  to  exceed 
$4  million  at  any  one  time. 

Makes  insured  loans  for  rural  rental  housing  pursuant  to  title 
V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans  are 
made  to  individuals,  corporations,  associations,  trusts,  or  partner¬ 
ships  to  provide  moderate  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facil¬ 
ities  for  elderly  persons  in  rural  areas.  These  loans,  made  with 
funds  advanced  by  private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  the  number 
of  years  best  suited  to  the  individual  case  and  bear  interest  at  614 
percent. 

Makes  direct  loans  for  rural  rental  housing  pursuant  to  title  V 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  direct  loans  are 
made  to  private  nonprofit  corporations  and  consumer  coopera¬ 
tives  to  provide  modest  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facilities 
for  elderly  persons  of  low  or  moderate  income  in  rural  areas. 
These  direct  loans,  made  from  the  rural  housing  direct  loan 
account,  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  50  years  and  bear  interest 
at  a  rate  similar  to  that  of  the  direct  loan  program  of  the  Housing  f  < 
and  Home  Finance  Agency  for  the  elderly  in  urban  areas,  which 
is  currently  3  percent. 

Makes  insured  farm  labor  housing  loans  pursuant  to  title  V  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans  are  made 
either  to  a  farm  owner  or  to  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  organi¬ 
zation  to  provide  modest  living  quarters  and  related  facilities  for 
domestic  farm  labor.  These  loans,  which  are  made  with  funds  ad¬ 
vanced  by  private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  33  years 
at  not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  Otherwise,  insured  farm  labor  hous¬ 
ing  loans  are  subject  to  the  same  terms  and  limitations  applicable 
to  other  types  of  insured  loans,  except  that  these  loans  are  not 
limited  to  family  farms  or  to  any  specific  amount. 
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FHA’s  major  loan  programs  are  financed  through  two  insurance 
funds — the  Agricultural  Credit  Insurance  Fund  and  the  Rural  Hous¬ 
ing  Insurance  Fund.  The  1970  budget  anticipated  making  loans  total¬ 
ling  $2.2  billion.  This  method  of  financing,  for  various  reasons,  has  not 
come  up  to  expectations  and  is  presently  estimated  at  $1.6  billion.  This 
action  is  reflected  in  farm  ownership  loans  which  will  be  reduced  from 
$325  million  to  $250  million,  rural  housing  loans  from  $1.2  billion  to 
$758  million,  and  water  and  sewer  loans  from  $110  million  to  $80  mil¬ 
lion.  Although  these  insured  loan  funds  require  no  annual  Appro¬ 
priation  Committee  action,  the  Committee  does  express  its  concern 
over  the  widespread  need  for  capital  in  rural  areas  to  stem  the  tide 
of  rural  outmigration  where  farms  are  being  abandoned  and  where 
50  percent  of  our  substandard  homes  are  located.  For  1971,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  is  again  presented  with  a  dramatic  budget  for  loans  totalling 
$2.2  billion.  Again  the  loans  are  predicated  on  a  sizable  sales  program. 
The  Committee  urges  that  these  loans  be  made. 

Direct  loan  account. — Pursuant  to  the  Consolidated  F armers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  a  direct  loan  account  was  established  in 
fiscal  year  1962.  Collections  of  principal  and  interest  on  loans  outstand¬ 
ing  are  deposited  in  the  direct  loan  account  and  are  available  for  prin¬ 
cipal  and  interest  payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  for  making  additional  loans  for  (a)  farm  ownership, 
(b)  soil  and  water  conservation,  and  (c)  operating  purposes.  Such 
loans  may  be  made  only  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  authorized  in 
annual  appropriation  acts. 

The  bill  authorizes  continuation  of  the  loan  programs  financed  under 
this  account  at  the  fiscal  year  1970  level,  as  follows : 

Real  estate  loans  (including  farm  ownership  and  soil  and  water 

loans)  _ $83,  000,  000 

Operating  loans _  275,  000,  000 

Soil  conservation  loans  (watersheds,  flood  prevention,  resource 
conservation  and  development) -  8,  700,  000 


Total  loan  authorizations -  366,  700,  000 

The  Committee  has  restored  proposed  budget  reductions  of 
$37,500,000  in  direct  soil  and  water  loans  and  $2,300,000  in  soil  conser¬ 
vation  loans.  The  Committee  believes  that  these  programs  should  not 
j  be  reduced  in  that  they  are  loans  to  local  people  to  help  them  meet  their 
local  responsibilities  in  water  resource  development  and  pollution 
control.  It  is  important  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have 
strong  programs  to  meet  the  multiple  needs  of  rural  development. 

It  has  been  reported  to  the  Committee  that  there  are  34,763  small 
towns  of  less  than  5,500  population  without  public  water  systems  and 
44,567  that  do  not  have  adequate  waste  disposal  facilities. 

Rural  Housing  Insurance  Fund. — The  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  of  1969  (P.L.  91-152)  merged  the  Rural  Housing  Direct 
Loan  Account  into  the  Rural  Housing  Insurance  Fund. 

The  Committee  restores  the  direct  loan  funds  included  in  this  ac¬ 
count  to  the  1970  level.  The  $30  million  made  available  includes  $27 
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million  for  direct  loans  to  individuals  for  very  low  income  housing  re¬ 
pair  loans,  and  for  low-to-moderate  income  building  loans.  Direct 
loans  for  rural  rental  housing  loans  are  authorized  at  $3,000,000. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  concurs  with  the  budget  request  of  $334,- 
000  for  difference  paid  in  1969  between  the  rate  on  notes  sold  and  the 
rate  on  loans  made.  Since  this  appropriation  is  for  the  prior  year,  the 
1970  loan  costs  will  be  reimbursed  in  the  1972  appropriation. 

Emergency  Credit  Revolving  Fund. — An  appropriation  of  $31,918,- 
000  was  made  in  1970  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  a  $30  million  loan  plus  interest  made  to  this  fund.  Since  this  loan 
has  been  repaid,  no  appropriation  is  included  for  this  item. 

The  latest  information  available  to  the  Committee  indicates  that 
emergency  loans  from  this  fund  totaling  $94  million  are  estimated  for 
fiscal  year  1970  and  $67  million  in  loans  are  anticipated  for  1971.  The 
entire  operation  in  1971  will  be  financed  from  receipts  and  no 
appropriation  is  required. 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants. — This  program  authorizes 
grants  for  the  development  of  water  and  sewer  systems  in  rural  areas. 
The  amount  of  the  grant  may  not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  total  cost  of 
the  project.  Plans,  financed  by  FHA  grants,  have  been  completed  for 
rural  areas  in  more  than  1900  counties. 

The  Congress  authorized  $46,000,000  for  grants  in  1970  of  which 
$18  million  was  held  in  reserve  until  April  18.  This  resulted  in  delaying 
about  200  grants  for  essential  facilities.  This  program  is  so  vital  to 
rural  development  and  to  the  prevention  of  pollution  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  recommends  $56,000,000,  an  increase  of  $10,000,000  over  1970  and  an 
increase  of  $32,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate.  This  will  provide  for 
315  planning  grants  and  745  development  grants. 

Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor. — This  program  provides 
grants  for  low-rent  housing  and  related  facilities  for  domestic  farm 
labor.  The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$2,500,000,  the  same  as  last  year.  With  the  estimated  carryover  funds, 
the  1971  program  will  provide  for  an  estimated  16  grants  totalling 
$3,761,450. 

Mutual  and  self-help  housing. — This  program  authorizes  grants  for 
technical  assistance  and  supervision  to  groups  of  families  to  build  their 
own  homes  by  exchanging  labor.  An  appropriation  of  $2,125,000  is 
recommended  by  the  Committee.  This  continues  the  same  level  of 
funding  as  in  1970  and  is  an  increase  of  $875,000  over  the  budget.  This 
will  help  about  2400  low-income  families  to  build  their  own  homes. 

Self-Help  Land  Development  Fund. — A  total  appropriation  of 
$1,000,000  is  recommended  for  1971,  an  increase  of  $400,000  over  the 
budget  estimate.  This  is  the  same  level  of  funding  as  appropriated  for 
fiscal  year  1970.  The  funds  available,  including  $400,000  currently  held 
in  reserve,  will  enable  about  50  loans  for  the  purpose  of  acquisition  and 
development  of  building  sites  in  rural  areas. 

Salaries  and  expenses.- — The  Farmers  Home  Administration  has  its 
roots  in  the  history  of  our  growth  and  understanding  of  the  problems 
of  rural  America.  Beginning  as  the  Resettlement  Administration  in  the 
mid-thirties,  it  became  the  Farm  Security  Administration  in  1937. 
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In  1946,  with  the  addition  of  insured  farm  ownership  and  soil  and 
water  and  farm  operating  loans  to  the  direct  loan  programs,  the  title 
was  changed  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  In  1949  direct 
rural  housing  building  loans,  repair  and  improvement  grants,  emer¬ 
gency  loans  were  added.  The  1950’s  and  1960’s  saw  the  continued  ex¬ 
pansion  of  these  programs  to  include  the  soil  conservation  loans  and  a 
broad  range  of  rural  housing  authorities  which  include  direct  and  in¬ 
sured  loans  for  rental  housing  for  the  elderly,  resource  conservation 
and  development  loans,  and  the  mutual  and  self-help  housing  and 
land  development  funds.  These  latter  programs  were  approved  in  1968. 
This  Committee  not  only  has  provided  the  funds  to  assure  the  con¬ 
tinued  expansion  of  these  programs,  but  has  also  contributed  to  the 
broadening  of  the  scope  of  the  programs  to  cover  “rural”  areas  as  well 
as  those  residing  on  farms. 

The  salaries  and  expenses  appropriation  provides  for  the  expenses 
necessary  to  administer  these  programs.  They  fund  technical  services 
\  and  loan  servicing.  These  services  include  supervision  of  finances  and 
'  home  visitation.  The  agency  must  always  deal  with  credit  needs  not 
normally  accepted  by  other  lenders.  The  services  provided  by  the 
agency  often  are  the  difference  between  the  success  or  failure  of  the 
loan  or  grant. 

Since  1960,  program  levels  have  increased  624  percent.  Loans  out¬ 
standing  have  increased  472  percent  from  the  same  year.  Collections 
have  risen  248  percent.  So,  in  addition  to  types  of  loans,  the  volume  of 
loans  has  also  dramatically  increased. 

A  second  measure  of  personnel  needs  is  the  trend  in  delinquency 
rates.  This  percentage  has  been  moving  up  over  the  past  few  years. 
This  can  be  interpreted  to  have  a  relationship  to  the  overall  economy 
but  must  also  have  a  relationship  to  the  staff  available  to  service  out¬ 
standing  loans  and  investigate  new  loans. 


PERCENT  OF  DELINQUENCY 


1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Operating  loans  (delinquent)... 

30 

35 

34 

34 

36 

37 

Delinquent  over  1  year . .  ... 

16 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Farm  ownership  loans  (delinquent) _ 

8 

10 

10 

10 

11 

12 

Housing  loans  (delinquent) . .  .. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

Association  loans  (delinquent) _ _ 

4 

3 

3 

4 

5 

6 

For  1971,  the  Committee  recommends  an  increase  in  administrative 
funds  sufficient  to  meet  this  growing  need.  The  bill  includes  an  increase 
of  $9,590,000  in  direct  appropriations,  exclusive  of  pay  adjustments, 
which  will  enable  the  agency  to  increase  employment  by  900  manyears, 
thus  continuing  a  prudent  expansion  of  this  agency.  The  total  recom¬ 
mended  appropriation  of  $84,900,000,  including  transfers  from  loan 
accounts  of  $3,750,000,  is  a  net  reduction  of  $2,941,000  below  the 
budget.  The  committee  has  also  provided  funds  for  the  administration 
of  the  newly  authorized  loan  programs  to  Indian  Tribes  (Public  Law 
91-229). 
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Title  III — Corporations  (Including  P.L.  480  and  Other  Foreign 

Assistance  Programs) 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned  Gov¬ 
ernment  corporation  created  February  16,  1938,  to  carry  out  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Crop  Insurance  Act.  Its  purpose  is  to  promote  the  national  wel¬ 
fare  by  improving  the  economic  stability  of  agriculture  through  a 
sound  system  of  crop  insurance,  and  providing  the  means  for  research 
and  experience  helpful  in  devising  and  establishing  such  insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporation 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards, 
such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood, 
wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers 
for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming 
practices.  — 

The  Committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $12,000,000  as 
proposed  in  the  budget  estimate  for  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Corporation,  and  the  payment  of  $2,335,000  of  these  expenses  from  pre¬ 
mium  income.  This  is  the  same  total  amount  as  is  available  for  1970 
revised  for  pay  costs  and  represents  an  adjustment  of  $4,000  from 
premium  income  to  direct  appropriation. 

The  Committee  takes  note  of  the  budget  statement  to  the  effect  that 
all  expenses  of  the  Corporation  should  eventually  be  paid  from  pre¬ 
mium  income.  A  majority  of  the  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  such 
a  policy  should  not  be  adopted  until  basic  actuarial  problems  are  solved 
and  the  Corporation  can  provide  the  level  of  service  needed  without 
danger  of  bankruptcy. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Corporation  was  organized  October  17, 1933,  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Delaware,  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  and  was 
managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation  with  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation.  On  July  1,  1939,  it  was  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  I. 

On  July  1,  1948,  it  was  established  as  an  agency  and  instrumental-  gt 
ity  of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter  by  Public  vi 
Law  80-806,  as  amended.  Its  operations  are  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  charter  and  other  specific  legislation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
their  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabilizing, 
supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the 
maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  commodities; 
and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation  also  makes 
available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with  the 
production  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  by  a  board  of  directors  appointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  subject  to  the  general 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is,  ex 
officio,  a  director  and  chairman  of  the  board.  In  addition,  it  has  a 
bipartisan  advisory  board  of  five  members  appointed  by  the  President 
to  survey  the  general  policies  of  the  Corporation  and  advise  the 
Secretary  with  respect  thereto. 
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Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  and  other  USD  A 
agencies  are  used  to  carry  out  Corporation  activities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million  held 
by  the  1  nited  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion.  Funds 
are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be  borrowed 
from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guarantees,  the 
Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrowing  authority  to 
purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations  evidencing  loans 
made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest  issued  in  connection 
•with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations.  All  bonds,  notes,  deben¬ 
tures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the  Corporation  are  subject  to 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  as  required  by  the  act  of 
March  8, 1939  ( 15  U.S.C.  7l3a^) . 

Reimbursement  of  net  realized  losses. — The  Committee  has  included 
$3,113,155,000  in  the  bill  to  partially  restore  capital  impairment  for 
x  fiscal  year  1969  and  the  balance  of  capital  impairment  for  1968.  The 
'  amount  recommended  is  $2,102,779,000  below  the  1970  appropriation 
and  $250,000,000  below  the  budget  estimate.  Under  current  program 
projections,  such  funding  will  provide  for  fully  adequate  and  sufficient 
operating  margins. 

If  necessary  to  perform  the  functions,  duties,  obligations  or  com¬ 
mitments  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  administrative  per¬ 
sonnel  and  others  serving  the  Corporation  shall  be  paid  from  funds  on 
hand  or  from  those  funds  received  from  the  redemption  or  sale  of 
commodities.  Such  funds  shall  also  be  available  to  meet  program  pay¬ 
ments,  commodity  loans,  or  other  obligations  of  the  Corporation. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

A  number  of  statutes  provide  for  the  facilities  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  in  carrying  out  programs  for  the  expor¬ 
tation  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for  costs  incurred  in  connection 
with  such  programs.  /The  specific  administrative  functions  are 
assigned  to  the  Export  Marketing  Service  established  by  the  Secretary 
\  on  March  28, 1969. 

Prior  to  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Corporation  was  reimbursed  for  the 
costs  of  these  activities  by  appropriations  subsequent  to  incurrence 
of  the  costs.  Beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Congress  added 
funds  to  place  these  activities  on  a  pay:as-you-go  basis,  appropriating 
for  estimated  costs  in  fiscal  year  1962.  Subsequent  bills  have  included 
funds  for  each  ensuing  fiscal  year  on  the  same  advance  funding  basis 
as  for  other  programs  of  the  Department. 

The  following  activities  are  currently  being  carried  out  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  Public 
Law  480, 83d  Congress,  as  amended  by  the  Food  for  Peace  Act : 

Sale  of  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  ( title  I)  (7 
U.S.C .  1701-1709) . — Under  this  title,  the  United  States  accepts 
foreign  currency  in  payment  for  sales  of  available  U.S.  farm  products. 
These  currencies  may  then  be  used  for  such  purposes  as  agricultural 
market  development,  military  equipment,  facilities  and  services  for  the 
common  defense,  payment  of  U.S.  obligations  abroad,  and  military 
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housing,  among  other  specified  purposes.  If  regular  appropriations  of 
any  Federal  agency  are  available  for  any  purpose  for  which  foreign 
currencies  are  used,  the  agency  must  buy  the  currencies  with  dollars 
These  dollars  are  credited  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and 
reduce  Public  Law  480  appropriations. 

Sale  of  agricultural  commodities  for  dollars  on  credit  terms  {title  I) 
( 7  LJ.S.C.  1701-1709 ) . — This  title  provides  for  sales  of  U.S.  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  under  long-term  credit  arrangements.  The  major  objective  is  to 
stimulate  and  increase  sales  for  dollars  through  credit.  The  purpose  is 
to  expand  international  trade ;  to  develop  and  expand  export  markets ; 
and  to  encourage  economic  development  in  the  developing  countries. 
Agreements  may  be  entered  into  for  the  delivery  of  available  U.S.  farm 
products  for  periods  of  up  to  10  years.  Agreements  are  with  the  govern¬ 
ments  of  friendly  nations,  including  financial  institutions  acting  on 
behalf  of  such  nations.  Agreements  may  also  be  made  with  U.S.  and 
foreign  private  traders.  Repayments  are  made  in  U.S.  dollars,  with 
interest.  Repayments  may  be  for  periods  of  up  to  20  years.  Interest  is 
charged  from  the  date  of  last  delivery  in  each  calendar  year.  Minimum 
rates  of  interest  are  set  by  law. 

Commodities  disposed  of  and  other  costs  incurred  in  cormection  with 
donations  abroad  {title  II)  (7  U.S.C.  1721-172Jf). — Under  this  title, 
donations  of  available  agricultural  commodities  (not  limited  to  stocks 
held  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation)  are  made  to  assist  friendly 
nations  and  friendly  peoples,  and  to  promote  economic  and  community 
development  in  underdeveloped  countries.  Up  to  $7.5  million  each  year 
may  be  spent  to  buy  foreign  currencies  accruing  under  title  I.  These 
funds  are  to  meet  special  costs  (other  than  personnel  and  administra¬ 
tive)  of  cooperating  groups.  The  Corporation  pays  ocean  freight  on 
shipments  under  this  title. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  also  conducts  a  special  export 
program  for  bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile. 

Public  Law  ISO. — This  program  is  authorized  only  through  Decem¬ 
ber,  1970.  Because  of  this,  the  Committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $702,500,000,  a  reduction  of  $230,000,000  below  the  budget  and 
a  decrease  of  $217,500,000  below  1970.  The  amounts  provided  are  suf¬ 
ficient  to  meet  the  authorized  program  level. 

The  amounts  provided  in  the  appropriations  are  not  fully  control¬ 
ling  since  basic  law  permits  the  Government  to  enter  into  agreements 
involving  expenditures  which  must  be  financed  from  subsequent  ap¬ 
propriations.  On  the  other  hand,  if  funds  appropriated  are  in  excess 
of  amounts  actually  used  in  a  particular  year,  such  amounts  are  ap¬ 
plied  against  current  year’s  costs  and  reduce  the  subsequent  appropri¬ 
ations  required. 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile.— The,  Committee 
recommends  an  appropriation  of  $25,000,  the  budget  estimate.  This  is 
a  reduction  of  $1,225,000  below  the  1970  budget  and  represents  liqui¬ 
dation  of  existing  commitments.  No  new  contracts  will  be  made. 
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Title  IV.— Related  Agencies 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses. — The  Administration  super¬ 
vises,  examines,  and  provides  facilities  and  services  to  a  coordinated 
system  of  farm  credit  banks  and  associations  making  loans  to  farmers 
and  their  cooperatives.  Services  and  facilities  furnished  by  the  Admin¬ 
istration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  several  agencies  and  their 
progress  toward  farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are :  custody  of 
collateral  for  bonds  and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  invest¬ 
ments,  credit  analysis,  development  of  land  appraisal  standards  and 
policies,  preparation  of  reports  and  budgets,  and  preparation  and 
distribution  of  information  on  farm  credit.  All  expenses  of  these  activ¬ 
ities  are  paid  by  assessments  collected  from  the  banks  and  associations 
of  the  farm  credit  system. 

Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has  been  an  independ¬ 
ent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board  (12 
IT.S.C.  636).  The  Administration,  originally  created  by  Executive 
Order  No.  6084  on  May  27, 1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  July  1, 1939,  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

The  amount  recommended  by  the  Committee  is  $4,054,000,  the  same 
as  available  in  1970,  revised  for  pay  costs,  and  a  reduction  of  $172,000 
below  the  budget. 


Title  V — General  Provisions 

Sections  501  through  507  of  the  general  provisions  contained  in  the 
accompanying  bill  for  fiscal  year  1971  are  essentially  the  same  as  those 
included  in  previous  appropriation  bills. 

Section  501  authorizes  the  purchase  of  662  passenger  motor  vehicles 
in  fiscal  year  1971.  This  will  permit  the  replacement  of  456  vehicles 
which  have  reached  the  Federal  replacement  standard  of  6  years  or 
60,000  miles.  It  also  authorizes  the  purchase  of  206  passenger  vehicles 
to  replace  an  equal  number  of  sedan  delivery  trucks  in  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  with  an  annual 
saving  estimated  at  about  $20,000  per  annum. 

A  new  Section  508  has  been  added  to  the  bill  clarifying  its  relation¬ 
ship  to  general  farm  legislation  which  must  pass  in  this  legislative 
session. 

Limitations  and  Legislative  Provisions 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill : 

On  page  3,  in  connection  with  Agricultural  Research  Service: 
,  except  that  $1,000,000  of  the  foregoing  amount  shall  he  available  for 
matching  with  funds  utilized  for  research  under  Public  Laic  89-502. 
and 

On  page  9,  in  connection  with  Conservation  Operations : 

,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the  unexpended  balance  of  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  under  this  head : 
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On  page  17,  in  connection  with  Consumer  Protective,  Marketing, 
and  Regulatory  Programs : 

,  of  which  $1  pOO ,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  released  only  when 
required  to  carry  out  the  W holesome  Meat  Act : 

On  page  19,  in  connection  with  Special  Milk  Program : 

/ Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  only  within  the 
limits  of  amounts  authorized  by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

On  page  20,  in  connection  with  Food  Stamp  Program : 

:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  only  wit  him  the 
limits  of  amounts  authorized  by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

On  page  31,  in  connection  with  Loan  Authorization,  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Administration : 

:  Provided ,  That  an  additional  $20j000p00  is  plowed  in  contingency  re¬ 
serve  to  be  made  available  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amounts  is  required  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then-existing  conditions  for 
expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification  and 
rural  telephone  programs. 

On  page  34,  in  connection  with  Salaries  and  Expenses,  Farmers 
Home  Administration : 

,  of  which  not  more  than  $250 pOO  shall  be  available  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  Public  Law  91-229 : 

On  page  39,  in  connection  with  General  Provisions : 

Sec.  508.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  change  any  price  support  program  payment  or  payments ,  or  com¬ 
modity  loan  or  loans  in  any  manner ,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  modify 
substantive  law. 

Compliance  With  Clause  3,  Rule  XIII 

The  following  is  submitted  in  compliance  with  Clause  3,  of  Rule 

XIII: 


EXISTING  LAW  PENDING  BILL 


Public  Law  40,  84th  Congress, 
making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  and  for  other  purposes, 
under  the  heading  “Flood  Preven¬ 
tion”  : 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Flood  Control 
Act,  approved  June  22,  1936 


On  pages  9  and  10  in  connection 
with  Conservation  Operations: 

:  Provided ,  That  Public  Law  fO, 
Eighty -fourth  Congress ,  making 
a.ppropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1956 , 
and  for  other  purposes ,  is  hereby 
amended  by  striking  out  the  pe¬ 
riod  following  the  last  proviso  in 
the  section  entitled  “ Flood  Preven- 
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existing  law — continued 

(Public  Law  738),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  the  activities  of 
the  Department,  to  perform  works 
of  improvement,  including  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (  5  U.S.C.,  574),  as 

amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a), 
at  rates  for  individuals  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $100  per  diem,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $10,000,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged 
the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
hertofore  appropriated  or  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  for  flood 
prevention  purposes :  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  such  funds  shall 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands 
in  the  Yazoo  and  Little  Tallahat¬ 
chie  watersheds  without  specific 
approval  of  the  county  board  of 
supervisors  of  the  county  in  which 
such  lands  are  situated :  Provided 
further ,  That  hereafter  the  funds 
appropriated  for  flood  prevention 
purposes  may  be  expended  in 
watersheds  heretofore  authorized 
by  section  13  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  December  22,  1944,  as 
amended,  for  necessary  measures 
for  the  prevention  of  erosion, 
floodwater,  and  sediment  damages, 
including  gully  control,  flood- 
water  detention,  and  floodway 
structures,  in  areas  other  than 
those  over  which  the  Department 
of  the  Army  has  jurisdiction  and 
responsibility. 


pending  bill — continued 

tiorr\  substituting  a  comma  and 
adding  the  following :  u and  where 
the  Army  does  have  jurisdiction 
and  responsibility ,  may  enter  into 
agreements  with  the  Army  to 
carry  out  jointly  the  measures 
heretofore  set  out  and  in  areas 
where  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  purchase  land  rights  for  struc¬ 
tural  measures ,  the  Secretary  in 
lieu  of  such  acquisition ,  may  re¬ 
imburse  local  organizations  for 
such  proportionate  share  of  the 
cost  of  land  rights  furnished  by 
local  organizations  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  deems  equitable  in  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  national  interests 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLI GATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970  AND  THE  BUDGET 

ESTIMATES  FOR  1971 
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Note.— Amounts  are  as  estimated  and  shown  in  the  February,  1970  budget  document.  Being  indefinite,  the  amounts  are  thus  subject  to  later  reestimation. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OP  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970  AND  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  Bill  FOR  1971 

[  Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 
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Union  Calendar  No.  561 


[Report  No.  91-1161] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


June  4, 1970 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and,  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only :  Provided  further, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  he  available  pursuant  to 
7  U.S.C.  2250,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except 
headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $25,- 
000,  except  for  six  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  which- 
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ever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on 
alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of 
$100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland:  Provided 
further,  That  the  limitations  on  construction  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $350,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  post-mortem  and  incenerator  facility  for  animal 
disease  and  parasite  research: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $146,143,200,  and  in 
addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation,  except  that  $1,000,000  of  the  fore¬ 
going  amount  shall  he  available  for  matching  with  funds 
utilized  for  research  under  Public  Law  89-502,  and  $1,- 
500,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  plans,  con¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  facilities  without  regard  to 
limitations  contained  herein:  Provided,  That  the  limita¬ 
tions  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of 
buildin  gs  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24.  1948 
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(21  U.S.G.  113a)  :  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  he  used  to  formulate  a  budget 
estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  more  than  $15,000,000  for 
research  to  be  financed  by  transfer  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  and  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  88-250; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and 
eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  ac¬ 
tivities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c) ,  $98,619,750,  of  which  $2,000,000  shall  he  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects, 
plant  diseases  and  animal  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  emergency  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds 
shall  he  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradica¬ 
tion  program  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  country, 
the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or 
funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available 
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only  in  sucli  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of 
foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneu¬ 
monia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals, 
or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and 
for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28, 
1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year 
shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred  amounts; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subpro¬ 
fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 
000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 
previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise 
available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by 
the  United  States  for  market  development  research  author¬ 
ized  by  section  104(h)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
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and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704  (b) 
(1),  (3))  ,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended : 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments 
in  the  foregoing  currencies :  Provided  further,  That  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  for¬ 
eign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  as  amended  by  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  $58,390,000  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.S.C.  361  a— 3 6 1  i ) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $4,012,000  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a — 582a-7) ,  $2.- 
000,000,  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  con- 
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tracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research  under  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C.  450i) ,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be 
for  the  special  cotton  research  program  and  $400,000  for 
soybean  research;  $160,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act 
of  1887,  as  amended;  and  $514,000  for  necessary  expenses 
of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  including  ad¬ 
ministration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  in  all,  $65,076,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3  (b) 
and  3(c)  of  the  Act,  $89,321,000;  payments  for  the  nutri¬ 
tion  education  program  for  low-income  areas  under  section 
3  (d)  of  the  Act,  $48,560,000;  payments  and  contracts  for 
such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,450,000; 
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and  payments  for  extension  work  under  section  109  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C.  329),  $700,000;  in 
all,  $140,031,000:  Provided ,  That  funds  hereby  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  avail¬ 
ability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expendi¬ 
ture  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  employees’  compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $13,515,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,617,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5, 
1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act.  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627),  and  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C. 
329),  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership 
for  the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several 
States  and  insular  possessions,  $4,188,000. 


1 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


9 


Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,649,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  for  soil 
and  water  management  as  may  he  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs  and  to  control  agricul¬ 
tural  related  pollutants)  ;  operation  of  conservation  plant 
materials  centers;  classification  and  mapping  of  soil;  dis¬ 
semination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration 
of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance  of 
aircraft,  $128,557,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  previous 
fiscal  year  under  this  head:  Provided ,  That  Public  Law 
40,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  making  appropriations  for  the 
H.E. 17923 


2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


10 


Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  for  other 
purposes,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  period 
following  the  last  proviso  in  the  section  entitled  "Flood 
Prevention”,  substituting  a  comma  and  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing:  "and  where  the  Army  does  have  jurisdiction  and 
responsibility,  may  enter  into  agreements  with  the  Army 
to  carry  out  jointly^  the  measures  heretofore  set  out  and 
in  areas  where  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  purchase  land 
rights  for  structural  measures,  the  Secretary  in  lieu  of  such 
acquisition,  may  reimburse  local  organizations  for  such  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  cost  of  land  rights  furnished  by  local 
organizations  as  the  Secretary  deems  equitable  in  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  national  interest.”:  Provided  further,  That  the 
cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  im¬ 
proved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply 
or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  build¬ 
ing  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per 
building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other 
existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per 
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building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  build¬ 
ing  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.O.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local 
engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

KIVER  BASIN  SURVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investiga¬ 
tions  and  surveys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  water¬ 
ways,  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954, 
as  amended  (16  U.S.O.  1006),  to  remain  available  until 
expended;  $9,043,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the 
Department  for  river  basin  survey  purposes :  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
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$60,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 

3109. 

WATEESITED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,698,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head:  Provided, 

That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 

WATEESHED  WOEKS  OF  IMPEOVEMENT  ( 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  meas¬ 
ures,  including,  hut  not  limited  to  research,  engineering 
operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegeta¬ 
tion,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved 
August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16 
U.S.C.  590  a-f) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$74,278,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
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the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes :  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  $5,000,000  of  the 
funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  shall  be  available  until  expended  for  loans. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$21,037,000,  with  which  .shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided, 
That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  loans. 
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GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
$15,355,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $13,876,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
$3,300,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  for 
loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1922- 
1929),  and  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011  (e)  ) , 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
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$50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109. 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 
agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  popu¬ 
lation,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources  in  agri¬ 
culture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and  farm 
finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm 
products  in  foreign  countries  and  then'  effect  on  prospects 
for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  development 
and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly  and  analy¬ 
sis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of  interna¬ 
tional  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies  as  they 
affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm  products; 
$14,592,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of 
the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special 
study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  con¬ 
sumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
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available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  TJ.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  he  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further ,  That  not  less  than 
$145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  he 
available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  in¬ 
cluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 
and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  $17,716,800:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any 
expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 


CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  payments  to  States;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $149,247,000,  of  which  $1,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  released  only  when  required 
to  carry  out  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  law  (7 
U.S.C.  2250)  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but,  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)),  $1,600,000. 

H.E.  17923 - 3 
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REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  only  for  commodity 
program  expenses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related 
operating  expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Act  of  August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $3,084,000  for  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961 ; 
and  (4)  in  addition  to  other  amounts  provided  in  this  Act, 
not  more  than  $186,058,000  (including  not  to  exceed  $2,- 
000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses)  for  (a)  child 
feeding  programs  and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by 
law  in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act, 
as  amended;  and  (b)  additional  direct  distribution  or  other 
programs,  without  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under  the 
food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct  distribution,  to 
provide,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  per¬ 
manent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other  needy  chil¬ 
dren  and  low-income  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own, 
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from  general  and  continued  hunger  resulting  from  insufficient 
food. 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Special  Milk  Program,  as  authorized  by  section  3  of 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1772) ,  $104,- 
000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized  by  law 
for  fiscal  year  1971. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1761)  and  the  applicable  provisions  other  than  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1773-1785),  $264,428,000,  of  which  $174,033,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  : 
Provided,  That  of  the  foregoing  total  amount  there  shall  be 
available  $48,347,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools, 
$12,000,000  for  the  school  breakfast  program,  $17,500,000 
for  the  nonfood  assistance  program,  $750,000  for  State 
administrative  expenses,  and  $12,000,000  for  special  food 
service  programs  for  children  to  remain  available  until 
September  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided 
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further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  he  used  for 
nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  an  addi¬ 
tional  $64,825,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  IT.S.C.  612c),  for  purchase  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended: 
Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  TJ.S.O.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.O.  3109. 

FOOD  STAMP  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program 
pursuant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended, 
$1,250,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized 
by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
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Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  $24,023,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 

$255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further, 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this 
appropriation  and  shall  he  available  for  all  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessaiy  expenses  to  cany  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1-1 7b),  $2,552,000. 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  16(d),  16(e), 
16(f),  16  (i) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q)  ;  sub¬ 
titles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837, 
1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  $152,690,000:  Provided,  That, 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $68,779,000  may  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $30,228,- 
000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other 
funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activities  may  he  ad¬ 
vanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided 
further ,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  ( 1 )  to  influence  the  vote  in 
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any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation, 
except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries 
or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community 
committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for 
engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  super¬ 
visory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in 
administrative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1011-1161), 
$83,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  section  7  to  15,  16  (a)  and  17  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590o,  590p  (a) , 
and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  the  prepa¬ 
ration  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $185,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with 
the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


24 


Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1969 
and  1970,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1968,  to 
December  31,  1970,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  he  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  hut  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
coimty  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further ,  That 
no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  he 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III) , 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United 
States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1971  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices, 
including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices  and  pollution 
abatement  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  $195,500,000,  excluding  adminis¬ 
tration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de¬ 
signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5 
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per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommen¬ 
dation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
canying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  par¬ 
ticipating  counties,  and  shall  not  he  utilized  by  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and 
other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  he  made 
available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency 
for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program,  $2,500,- 
000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  he  available  for  the 
purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  fanning 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Depart- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


26 


ment,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment 
of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838) ,  $77,800,000. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
fimds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
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unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 
leadership  and  related  services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 
development  activities  of  the  Department,  $230,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $15,378,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Pack¬ 
ers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
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of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $3,508,650. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $5,657,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $2,256,000,  of  which 
total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $612,000  may  be  used 
for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available 
to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks 
furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates 
in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two 
hundred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the 
Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  au- 
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thorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44 
U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $3,614,750:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  7 
U.S.C.  2250  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements. 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Man¬ 
agement  Services  to  provide  management  support  services 
to  selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  $3,384,000. 
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General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscel¬ 
laneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $5,559,000:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable 
appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of 
hearings  as  required  by  5  U.S.C.  551-558 :  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  available 
for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  as  detennined  by  the  Secretary :  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $269,000  of  funds  contained 
in  the  Working  Capital  Fund  established  under  authority 
of  Public  Law  78-129  may  be  used  to  carry  out  responsi¬ 
bilities  under  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATION 

IT or  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  he  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3(a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows :  rural  electrification  program, 
$322,000,000,  and  rural  telephone  program,  $123,800,000: 
Provided,  That  an  additional  $20,000,000  is  placed  in  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  to  he  made  available  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
under  the  then-existing  conditions  for  expeditious  and  orderly 
development  of  the  rural  electrification  and  rural  telephone 
programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
$14,613,000. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may 
be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate  loans, 
$83,000,000,  and  operating  loans,  $275,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FUND 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  517  (m)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
$30,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  insurance  fund.  Hereafter,  farmer  applicants  for  direct  or 
insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  required  to  provide  only 
such  collateral  security  as  is  required  of  owners  of  nonfarm 
tracts. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  rural  housing  insur¬ 
ance  fund,  as  authorized  by  section  521  (c)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490a  (c)  ) ,  $334,000. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISROSAL  GRANTS 
For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926),  $56,000,- 
000. 
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RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486) , 
$2,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 
For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c),  $2,125,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 
For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (B)  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c)  and  related 
advances,  $1,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

SxULARlES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1991),  as 

amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1471-1490c,  83  Stat.  399) ,  the  Rural  Rehabili¬ 
tation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444) ,  and  for  carrying  out  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sections 
235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (12 
U.S.C.  1715z-1715z-l ) ,  and  section  701  of  the  Housing 
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Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  461),  $81,150,000, 
together  with  not  more  than  $3,250,000  of  the  charges  col¬ 
lected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
sections  514(b)  (3)  and  517  (i)  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  of  which  not  more  than  $250,000 
shall  he  available  for  the  administration  of  Public  Law 
91-229:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000 
of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered 
by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpora¬ 
tion  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
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Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $12,000,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,335,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 
realized  losses  sustained  in  prior  years  but  not  previously 
reimbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  7 13a— 12 ) ,  in  the  following  amounts: 
fiscal  year  1968,  $249,998,669 :  fiscal  year  1969,  $2,863,- 
156,331;  in  total,  $3,113,155,000:  Provided ,  That  no  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  he  used  to  formulate  or  ad¬ 
minister  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  commodities 
pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  per¬ 
mits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North 
Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials  or  commodities,  so  long 
as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by  a  Communist  regime. 
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LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $36,500,000  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 
Provided,  That  $945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program 
of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con¬ 
tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  lias  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  other¬ 
wise  recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs, 
including  interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7 
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U.S.O.  1701-1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736d),  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit 
terms  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $411,100,000;  and 
(2)  commodities  supplied  in  connection  with  dispositions 
abroad,  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $291,400,000. 

RAFTERED  MATERIALS  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 
For  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic 
and  other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange 
of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the 
supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  May  28,  1956, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  $25,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

TITLE  IV— BELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $4,054,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses,  including  the 
Lire  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  six  bun- 
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dred  and  sixty-two  (662)  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of 
which  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  (456)  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  he  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 
of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 
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by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current 
fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

Sec.  508.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  change  any  price  support  program  payment 
or  payments,  or  commodity  loan  or  loans  in  any  manner,  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  modify  substantive  law. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1971”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  agricultural  Appropriation  bill;  rejected  Findley  farm 
subsidy  limitation  amendment. 

House  subcommittee  approved  bill  to  increAsfe  limitations  on  certain  loans. 

Rep.  Ichord  introduced  and  discussed  bill  tb  aid  rural  development  in  counties 
located  in  national  forests.  Sen.  Dole , inserted  Campbell's  environmental 
challenge  speech. 


HOUSE 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  17923,  the  agricultural 
appropriations  bill  for  FY  71.  pp.  H5259-93 

Agreed  to:  Smith,  Iowa,  amendment  adding  $44  million  in  funds  available 
for  the  rural  water  and  sewer  program;  pp.  H5291-3 
Conte  amendment  striking  out  a  provision  clarifying  the  bill's 
relationship  to  other  pending  general  farm  legislation  awaiting 
action  this  session,  p.  H5293 
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Rejected:  Obey  amendment  seeking  to  add  $1.5  million  for  research  in 
nonchemical  means  of  controlling  pests;  pp.  H5286-8 

Hathaway  amendment  seeking  to  add  $100,000  for  the  soil  and  water 
research  facility  at  Orono,  Maine;  pp.  H5288-9 

Findley  amendment  limiting  farm  subsidy  payments,  pp.  H5289-91 
Rep.  Kleppe  commended  the  Appropriations  Committee  for  its  early 
report  of  the  agricultural  appropriations  bill.  p.  H5332 

The  Rules  Committee  granted  a  rule  waiving  points  of  order  against 
H.  R.  17970V  the  military  construction  appropriations  bill.  p.  H>338 

2.  SOLID  WASTE;  LCDVTIS.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  a  rule  providirt^  for 

consideration  or\H.  R.  11833,  providing  financial  assistance >^or  the 
construction  of  sodid  waste  disposal  facilities,  p.  H5338 

3.  ENVIRONMENT.  The  Rul^s  Commi ttee  granted  a  rule  providing  for  consideration 

of  H.  R.  17255,  amending  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  provide  £6r  a  more  effective 
program  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  Nation's  air.  H5338 

Rep.  Leggett  inserted  an  article  illustrating  rfie  results  of  failure  to 
recognize  the  possibility  oV  rendering  the  environment  incapable  of  supporting 
human  life.  p.  H5336  x  '  6 

4.  LOANS.  An  Agriculture  Commi tteeX^ubcommi ttee  approved  for  full  committee 

action  H.  R.  11547,  amended,  to  a?hend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  to/increase  the  limitation  on 
certain  loans,  p.  D599 


^eps  be  taken  to  bring  the  economy 


ECONOMY.  Rep.  Monagan  urged  that  "firrj 
under  control",  pp.  H5295-6 

.  Rep.  Gonzalez  discussed  the  n*£d  to  g\e  the  President  standby  powers 
to  impose  controls  on  wages  and  n/ices.  pp.\5324-6 

Patma"  Stat®d  we  "'usyfave  a  rollback  of  high  Interest  rates  and 
cited  the  example  of  Penn  Cental's  recent  Inability  to  sell  debentures. 

He  also  inserted  a  recent  Lm/ Harris  poll.  pp.  115329-31 

ScorrectElnR1TYiVETTNS/^eP-  Poda11  discussed  a  rW  bill  designed  to 
pp!  H5328-9qU  when/veterans  begin  to  draw  social\ecurlty  benefits. 

SENATE 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Committee  on  Appropriations  reported  with  amendments, 

.  R.  17399,  segond  supplemental  appropriations  for  fiscal  yea\l970 

IRRIGATIONi/CONSERVATION.  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  AffairsV 
reported  ^rfithout  amendment  H.  R.  9854,  the  East  Greenacres,  Rathdrum 
Praine/Project  (S.  Rept.  No.  91-920).  p.  S8575 

ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  letters  from  the  Acting  Administrator,  REA, 
renting  to  _l°^ns  to  Central  Iowa  Power  Corp.,  and  the  Corn  Belt  Power 
Cooperative,  with  accompanying  reports,  p.  S8574 
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available  under  this  legislation  will  alleviate 
ae  financial  pressure  upon  the  applicant 
dciently  to  enable  the  completion  and  op- 
erJfc^ion  of  the  facility. 

conferees  found,  after  investigation, 
that  >t  was  necessary  to  provide  restrictions 
upon  dUgibility  for  this  retroactive  feature 
in  view  N  the  fact  that,  wtihout  such  re- 
strictionsXpotentially  over  1,000  facilities 
could  havek  qualified,  thereby  potentially 
using  up  all  the  funds  that  otherwise  would 
be  available  for  construction  or  moderniza¬ 
tion  of  new  faculties.  The  interest  subsidy 
authorized  in  thXcase  of  guaranteed  loans 
for  private  nonprofit  facilities  is  the  same  3 
percent  provided  in  the  House  bill,  modified 
slightly  to  conform  t^traditional  financing 
arrangements. 

This  same  title  also  authorizes  the  making 
of  loans  to  public  agencie^Hor  construction 
or  modernization  of  healtlrhacilities,  with 
$30  million  in  initial  capita V provided  for 
the  making  of  such  loans."  Thii  amount  is 
contained  in  the  budget  alread\  requested 
for  fiscal  year  1971  by  the  DepartNfnt.  The 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  ancOiVelfare 
would  be  required  to  make  such  loilms  to 
public  agencies  at  a  rate  of  interest  Com¬ 
parable  to  the  current  rate  of  interest  pre¬ 
vailing  with  respect  to  loans  to  non  pro? 
private  agencies  which  are  guaranteed  in  th? 
same  or  similar  areas  minus  3  percent.  The 
Secretary  is  required  to  give  due  regard  to 
achieving  an  equitable  geographical  distribu¬ 
tion  of  loans  made  under  this  provision. 

After  making  a  loan,  the  Secretary  would 
be  required  to  sell  the  loan  either  on  the  pri¬ 
vate  market  or  to  the  Federal  National  Mort¬ 
gage  Association,  at  an  amount  approxi¬ 
mately  equal  to  the  unpaid  principal  of  the 
loan  as  of  the  time  of  sale.  After  the  loan 
is  sold,  interest  paid  by  the  borrower  would 
not  be  tax  exempt,  so  that  it  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Secretary,  in  order  to  recover  the 
face  value  of  the  loan,  to  pay  an  interest 
subsidy  to  the  purchaser.  The  amount  of  the 
interest  subsidy  will  depend  upon  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  sale,  which,  in  turn, 
will  depend  upon  the  prevailing  rate  of  in¬ 
terest  payable  on  obligations  guaranteed  as 
to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States 
at  the  time  of  sale. 

To  the  extent  authorized  in  appropriation 
acts,  the  Secretary  may  then  take  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  the  sale  of  these  loans  and  relend 
them  to  public  agencies,  selling  these  loans, 
again  subject  to  a  guarantee  and  interest 
subsidy,  with  the  proceeds  again  being  simi¬ 
larly  available  for  relending. 

The  amount  available  for  loans  for  con¬ 
struction  or  modernization  of  publicy  owned, 
facilities  will  depend,  of  course,  upon  th/ 
length  of  time  it  takes  the  Secretary  to  cor 
plete  loans,  and  sell  them  on  the  prirote 
market,  so  that  it  is  impossible  to  toft  in 
advance  the  maximum  amount  at/ loans 
which  may  be  made  under  this  p  bo  vision; 
however,  the  overall  $500  million/per  year 
limitations  on  loans  made  or  -guaranteed 
under  this  provision  will  continue  to  apply. 
Of  course,  when  a  direct  loaivns  made  to  a 
public  agency  within  a  Stajfe,  the  amount 
of  that  loan  will  be  chaffed  against  the 
State’s  overall  allotment  ior  loans  (guaran¬ 
teed  or  direct)  under  y/xs  program  during 
the  fiscal  year  involved? 

EVALUATION  OFyHEALTH  PROGRAMS 

The  Senate  ameimment  authorizes  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  utilize/not  more  than  1  percent 
of  any  appropriation  under  the  Public  Health 
Service  and  other  Acts  for  evaluation  of  pro¬ 
grams.  In  addition,  the  Senate  amendment 
consolidate^  into  one  section  a  number  of 
evaluation?  authorities  contained  in  other 
program^  The  House  recedes. 

MARIHUANA  STUDY 

Senate  amendment  provides  that  the 
Se^fetary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
sjfell  report  to  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  31,  1971,  and  annually  thereafter  on 


(1)  current  information  on  the  health  con¬ 
sequences  of  using  marihuana,  and  (2)  such 
recommendations  for  legislative  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  action  as  he  may  deem  appro¬ 
priate,  A  preliminary  report  is  also  called  for 
within  90  days  after  date  of  enactment  of 
this  amendment.  The  House  recedes. 

AVAILABILITY  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  amendment  would  have  pro¬ 
vided  that  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal 
year  to  carry  out  any  program  under  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act,  the  Mental  Re¬ 
tardation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental 
Health  Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963, 
certain  acts  relating  to  Indian  health  pro¬ 
grams,  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act, 
and  Title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would 
remain  available  for  obligation  and  expendi¬ 
ture  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
appropriated. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment,  except  that  it  is 
limited  to  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  years 
ending  before  July  1,  1973,  and  applies  only 
to  funds  appropriated  to  carry  out  programs 
under  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  or  the 
Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Commu¬ 
nity  Mental  Health  Centers  Construction  Act 
of  1963.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
to  prevent  administratively  imposed  freezes^ 
■eductions,  and  rollbacks  from  applying 
;alth  programs  authorized  under  these  Act s. 

‘  iere  a  program  authorizes  availability  of 
appropriations  for  more  than  one  fiscaVyear, 
and  Nmds  are  appropriated  to  covaf  more 
than  one  fiscal  year,  the  confereafi  intend 
that  th^mendment  shall  apply  ta/he  entire 
period  cohered  by  the  appropriations. 

The  mairagers  on  the  part  /i  the  House 
also  receded  >m  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  titlo'qf  the  bill. 

[arley  f).  Staggers, 

>hn  Jarman, 
pAcx yG.  Rogers, 

W.\f  Springer, 

A  niche r  Nelsen, 

Managers /n  tliKPart  of  the  House. 


CONTROL  OF  POLLUTION 

(Mr.  PIRNIE  asked  and  waegiven  per- 
missioiyto  address  the  House  sor  1  min¬ 
ute  ajrfa  to  revise  and  extenNhis  re¬ 
mains.) 

fr.  PIRNIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  ii\  our 
('bubled  and  disturbed  times  it  is  very 
leartening  when  the  youth  of  our  lam 
express  deep  interest  in  the  solutions  of 
our  more  pressing  problems.  Such  an  ex-’ 
pression  came  to  my  attention  last  week. 
The  social  studies  class  of  Kemble  School 
in  my  hometown  of  Utica,  N.Y.,  had  been ' 
studying  the  threat  of  pollution.  One  of 
the  members  of  the  class,  Anthony  Pug- 
liese,  undertaking  to  alert  people  to  this 
danger,  prepared  and  circulated  a  peti¬ 
tion  addressed  to  the  Congressman  ask¬ 
ing  his  support  of  legislation  to  control 
this  blight.  Through  his  determined  ef¬ 
forts  he  secured  seven  hundred  and  four 
signatures  and  his  teacher,  Mr.  Joseph 
Bottini,  was  so  impressed  that  he  felt  a 
personal  presentation  was  deserved.  With 
this  I  agreed,  so  I  visited  the  school  and, 
at  an  assembly  before  several  hundred 
grade  students,  the  petition  was  delivered 
to  me  by  Anthony. 

After  I  had  expressed  my  pleasure 
over  his  activity  and  pledged  my  sym¬ 
pathetic  response,  I  took  part  in  a  ques¬ 
tion-answer  forum  for  an  hour.  The 
spontaneity  and  perspective  of  their 
questioning  was  thrilling,  embracing  a 
concern  and  knowledge  worthy  of  ma¬ 


ture  people.  I  congratulated  Anthony  on, 
his  initiative.  His  was  a  fine  job  and 
am  pleased  to  call  it  to  the  attentioiyof 
my  colleagues. 

I  was  able  to  tell  the  student^  that 
Congress  is  moving  steadily  and/objec¬ 
tively  toward  the  control  of  pollution.  I 
pointed  out  that  arbitrary  actions 
against  offending  manufacturing  plants 
could  disturb  our  economj/and  result  in 
unacceptable  job  losses/Therefore,  we 
will  be  reasonable  in  our  approach  to  in¬ 
dustry  but  will  firmhr  insist  that  pollu¬ 
tion  of  the  air  and  Voter  be  curbed.  The 
sustained  support  in  good  citizens  should 
keep  this  goal  m  sight  until  adequate 
protection  is  realized. 


SIOtTX  CITY  RIVERCADE 

(Mr.  2HAYNE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minuSe  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
maps.  ) 

fr.  MAYNE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  July  I 
iod  in  this  well  and  invited  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  cpme  to  Sioux  City  to  help  us 
celebrate  the  famous  Sioux  City  River- 
cade,  an  annual  affair  during  which  the 
Greater  Siouxland  territory  pays  tribute 
to  that  mighty  river,  the  Missouri,  which 
courses  through  our  heartland.  Founded 
in  1964,  the  Rivercade  has  grown  stead¬ 
ily  each  year  and  now  attracts  thou¬ 
sands  of  visitors  from  throughout  the 
Midwest.  This  year’s  5-day  program  in¬ 
cludes  carnivals,  riverboat  rides,  an  air 
show,  parades  both  land  and  water¬ 
borne,  teenage  activities,  boat  and  water 
ski  shows,  Boy  Scout  jamborees,  heli¬ 
copter  rides,  wildlife  exhibits,  sky  divers, 
professional  boat  races,  clowns,  and 
queens.  Fishing  contests  will  be  held 
each  day.  The  committee  in  charge  of 
arrangements  will  enthusiastically  wel¬ 
come  any  Member  of  this  body  who  can 
arrange  his  schedule  to  be  with  us  in 
Sioux  City  at  any  time  during  this 
memorable  event. 

So,  on  behalf  of  Commodore  Robert 
Sabel  and  his  staff  of  hard  workers,  I 
renew  my  invitation  to  my  colleagues 
and  to  all  who  devour  the  daily  prose  in 
the  Congressional  Record  to  come  to 
Sioux  City  on  July  29  for  the  first  of 
days  of  the  greatest  Sioux  City  River- 
ide  ever. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and  pending  that  mo¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  general  debate  be  limited  to 
3  hours,  the  time  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  Langen)  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is’  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE  * 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  17923,  with 
Mr.  Wright  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  agreement,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  will  be 
recognized  for  1V2  hours,  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Langen) 
will  be  recognized  for  1 1/2  hours. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  from 
the  beginning  man’s  progress,  man’s  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  good  things  in  life,  has  been 
measured  by  how  many  things  he  has 
left  after  providing  for  food,  clothing, 
and  shelter.  Judged  by  that  standard,  we 
certainly  have  had  the  finest  standard 
of  living  man  has  ever  had. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  pres¬ 
ent.-  This  is  the  most  important  matter 
that  will  come  before  this  House  this 
year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  makes  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present.  Evidently 
a  quorum  is  not  present.  The  Clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 


[Roll  No.  159] 


Abemethy 

Ford, 

Ottinger 

Anderson, 

William  D. 

Passman 

Tenn. 

Fraser 

Pepper 

Ashbrook 

Frelinghuysen 

Pettis 

Aspinall 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Poff 

Ayres 

Gallagher 

Pollock 

Baring 

Garmatz 

Powell 

Beall,  Md. 

Gaydos 

Preyer,  N.C. 

Blatnik 

Gettys 

Price,  IU. 

Boggs 

Gibbons 

Pucinski 

Brademas 

GUbert 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Bray 

Gray 

Reuss 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hanna 

Rivers 

Camp 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Roberts 

Carey 

Hebert 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Clark 

Hungate 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Clay 

Jarman 

Roudebush 

Conable 

Kirwan 

Scheuer 

Conyers 

Kleppe 

Schwengel 

Corman 

Kuykendall 

Scott 

Coughlin 

McCarthy 

Sisk 

Cowger 

McKneally 

Smith,  Calif. 

Culver 

McMillan 

Springer 

Daddario 

May 

Stafford 

Dawson 

Meskill 

Stuckey 

Diggs 

Minshall 

Thompson,  N.J, 

Dom 

Mizell 

Whitehurst 

Downing 

Montgomery 

WUson,  Bob 

Dulski 

Moorhead 

Wilson, 

Edwards,  Ala, 

Morton 

Charles  H. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Moss 

Wold 

Feigban 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wydler 

Fisher 

Nichols 

Flowers 

O'Hara 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Wright,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 


tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  H.R.  17923,  and  finding  itself  with¬ 
out  a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to 
be  called,  when  332  Members  responded 
to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  sub¬ 
mitted  herewith  the  names  of  the  absen¬ 
tees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
had  been  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
come  to  this  appropriation  I  hope  we  may 
have  the  attention  of  the  Members  of  the 
House.  Actually,  when  we  get  to  this 
subject,  we  find  that  fewer  and  fewer 
have  a  back-home  realization  that  it  is 
still  the  key  part  of  their  existence. 

It  has  been  said,  as  I  pointed  out  ear¬ 
lier,  that  man’s  well-being  and  his  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  are  tied  to  how  much  of  his 
time  he  has  to  use  to  provide  for  the 
necessities  of  life;  food,  clothing,  and 
shelter.  Judged  by  that  standard,  no  na¬ 
tion  has  ever  reached  the  peak  this  Na¬ 
tion  has  reached,  because  only  a  little 
over  5  percent  of  the  people  are  engaged 
in  agriculture.  What  does  that  mean?  It 
means  on  the  average  only  5  percent  of 
man’s  time  as  a  group  is  taken  up  with 
the  basic  things,  leaving  95  percent  of 
His  time  for  the  other  things  that  go  to¬ 
ward  our  standard  of  living. 

But  this  has  with  it  problems.  This  is 
the  reason  why  I  want  the  attention  of 
the  membership. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentlewoman  from 
Missouri  (Mrs.  Sullivan)  . 

(Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  make  the  comment  at  this  point 
that  anyone  who  criticizes  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  ,  or 
his  subcommittee,  for  their  attitudes  on 
providing  food  assistance  for  the  needy 
are  criticizing  the  wrong  people.  From 
the  time  the  food  stamp  program  was 
initiated  by  President  John  F.  Kennedy 
in  early  1961  until  the  present,  I  think 
there  was  only  one  occasion  when  the 
Whitten  subcommittee  declined  to  rec¬ 
ommend  the  full  budget  amount  for  the 
program — and  then,  if  memory  serves  me 
right,  Mr.  Whitten  himself  recognized 
the  insufficiency  and  recommended  a 
supplemental  appropriation  to  meet  the 
deficiency. 

*  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  and  to  his  colleagues  on 
Appropriations  for  recommending  a 
doubling  of  the  food  stamp  program  dur¬ 
ing  the  coming  fiscal  year  from  $610,- 
000,000  to  $1,250,000,000,  just  as  the  1970 
fiscal  year  appropriation  represented  a 
doubling  of  the  amount  available  in  1969. 
The  added  funds  will  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  install  food  stamp  programs  in 
many  additional  areas  and,  equally  im¬ 
portant,  increase  substantially  the  bene¬ 
fits  derived  by  those  who  participate  in 
the  program. 

As  I  have  said  on  numerous  occasions, 
the  food  stamp  program  is  not  a  solution 
for  all  of  our  social  ills  but  it  can  do 
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one  thing  well — and  that  is  assure  ade¬ 
quate  diets  for  those  families  which  can¬ 
not  afford  to  buy  enough  of  the  right 
foods.  It  has  faults— it  has  had  many 
faults — but  none  of  them  that  sufficient 
appropriations  cannot  solve,  provided 
there  is  a  willingness  by  local  welfare 
officials  to  make  the  program  work  effec¬ 
tively,  and  a  willingness  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington  to  insist  upon  fair  treatment  for 
all  participants  and  upon  vigorous  prose¬ 
cution  of  the  relatively  few  merchants  or 
customers  who  might  violate  the  law  in 
the  handling  or  use  of  the  stamps. 

"I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  for  yielding,  but  more  importantly, 
I  thank  him  for  his  consistent  support 
of  increased  appropriations  for  this 
program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentlewoman  from  Missouri  who 
was  so  instrumental  in  the  beginning  of 
this  program  and  in  its  continuation. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  get  to  a 
point  which  I  wish  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Members  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

We  live  in  a  country — and  let  me  re¬ 
peat  again — where  only  about  5  percent 
of  our  people  are  engaged  in  agriculture, 
leaving  the  other  95  percent  to  engage 
in  the  performance  of  other  things.  We 
are  dealing  with  a  subject  upon  which 
our  very  health  depends  and  that  is  the 
supply  of  food  and  clothing,  as  well  as 
the  biggest  and  the  best  market  that 
industry  and  labor  has.  We  are  dealing 
here  today  with  a  department  that  has  to 
do  with  nutrition,  a  subject  to  which  it 
now  seems  that  everyone  has  become 
awakened  to  its  need  and  to  see  that  it  is 
taken  care  of. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  dealing  with  the 
one  Department  that  has  been  spending 
through  the  years  millions  and  millions 
of  dollars  annually  promoting  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  our  environment  in  which 
some  1.1  million  participants  joined  in 
by  putting  up  about  two-thirds  of  the 
cost.  We  are  dealing  here  with  the  very 
staff  of  life.  However,  we  are  dealing 
with  it  at  a  time  when  it  is  threatened 
and  if  it  is  threatened,  it  threatens  you. 

Since  we  have  gotten  the  news  media 
and  since  we  have  become  urbanized, 
few  people  realize  that  life  itself  is  tied 
to  the  land.  Farmers  are  quitting.  A 
check  of  the  record  shows  that  today  17 
percent  of  those  engaged  in  agriculture 
are  65  years  of  age  or  older,  22  percent 
are  55  to  64  years  of  age.  And,  listen  to 
this  now.  I  am  talking  about  the  key¬ 
stone  to  the  economy  of  this  country 
as  well  as  your  own  well-being. 

Since  1940  the  amount  of  money  that 
it  takes  for  a  man  to  farm  has  increased 
from  approximately  $6,500  in  1940  to 
$85,000  in  1969 — and  remember  weath¬ 
er  in  any  one  year  may  reduce  a  crop  by 
more  than  25  percent  or  more. 

Now,  I  do  not  remember  this — but  I 
am  old  enough  to  remember  the  effects  of 
the  last  depression,  and  I  know  also  as 
a  student  of  history  what  happened.  Do 
you  realize  that  every  depression  we  have 
had  has  started  with  the  breakdown  of 
farm  income  of  those  engaged  in  agri¬ 
culture?  And,  contrary  to  the  belief  of 
a  whole  lot  of  my  urban  friends  and  some 
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of  my  rural  friends  who  I  do  not  believe 
have  studied  this,  may  I  say  to  you  that 
conditions  do  not  look  good  today. 

There  are  folks  who  honestly  believe 
that  a  pickup  of  a  few  points  in  the 
stock  market  is  an  increase  in  wealth, 


THE  IMPACT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

For  several  years  many  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  have  considered  changing  the  title 
of  this  bill.  The  current  title.  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  has  never  adequately 
conveyed  the  full  range  of  effects  on  all 
the  American  people. 

Some,  but  not  enough,  people  know 
that  the  few  on  the  farm  free  the  rest 
of  us  to  provide  the  machines  and  gad¬ 
gets  of  modern  day  living.  Many  people 
do  not  stop  to  realize  that  those  who  have 
left  the  farm  have  been  replaced  by  ma¬ 
chines  and  expensive  materials ;  and  that 
the  man  on  the  farm  has  to  have  suffi- 


when  they  should  know  that  the  stock 
market  and  all  the  rest  is  tied  to  the 
wealth  of  our  country,  which  in  turn 
comes  from  the  land. 

This  bill  carries  the  following 
amounts: 


cient  income  to  buy  the  machines,  equip¬ 
ment,  chemicals,  and  other  materials; 
otherwise  many  people  now  in  our  cities, 
who  make  the  machines,  would  have  to 
go  back  to  the  farm  as  we  saw  in  the  de¬ 
pression  of  the  late  1920’s  and  1930’s. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  iden¬ 
tified  with  5.1  percent  of  our  people  on 
the  farm,  in  reality  represent  the  94.9 
percent  of  the  nonfarmers  more  closely 
than  does  any  other  department,  for  it 
represents  the  source  of  food,  clothing, 
and  shelter  for  all  Americans,  and  fur¬ 
ther,  represents  the  largest  individual 
market  for  labor  and  industry. 


PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY 

We  might  term  this  “an  appropriation 
for  protection  of  the  public  health,”  for 
it  carries  funds  for  inspection  of  the 
meats  and  vegetables  which  go  on  our 
tables.  Funds  are  included  in  this  bill 
to  provide  for  inspection  of  100  percent 
of  the  red  meat  marketed  in  the  United 
States  for  the  first  time  in  our  history. 
This  same  goal  will  soon  be  reached 
for  poultry. 

The  bill  strengthens  and  improves  the 
programs  for  the  control  of  pests  and 
pestilence,  which  has  contributed  so 
much  to  the  improvements  in  our  food 
supply.  Conversely,  the  bill  includes  ma¬ 
jor  increases  for  the  development  and 
control  of  more  efficient  pesticides.  This 
includes  additional  staff  for  recently  com¬ 
pleted  major  pesticide  laboratories  at 
Gainesville,  Fla.;  College  Station,  Tex.; 
Stoneville,  Miss.;  Durant,  Okla.;  and  Sa¬ 
vannah,  Ga.  The  bill  includes  $5.3  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  enforcement  of  pesticide 
regulations  incuding  the  teams  ready  to 
move  to  determine  the  facts  when  unfor¬ 
tunate  pesticide  accidents  do  occur. 

The  total  recommended  for  pesticides 
research  and  regulation  in  1971  has  near¬ 
ly  doubled  since  1963  as  shown  on  the 
following  table: 


Budget  request 


Recommended 
in  bill 


Change 


Title  I — General  activities _ _  $2, 649,  897,  500  $2, 954, 986, 150  +$305,  088,  650 

Title  1 1— Credit  agencies _  574, 198, 000  623,  522, 000  +49,  324,  000 

Title  III — Corporations  (including  Public  Law  480)  and  other  assistance 

programs  _ ____ _  4,307,680,000  3,827,680,000  -480,000,000 

Title  IV — Related  agencies _  (4, 226, 000)  (4,  054, 000)  ( - 172, 000) 

Total _ _  7,531,775,500  7,406,188,150  -125,587,350 


ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  PESTICIDES  RESEARCH  AND  REGULATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  1963-71  i 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research.  _  _  ...  _ 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control  _  . 

28,  289 

23, 942 

28, 646 

38,  812 

33,  769 

40, 206 

35, 994 

41,640 

40, 621 

41,865 

40, 833 

43,716 

41,710 

45, 549 

45, 297 

47,109 
46,  098 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses _  _ •  _ 

47, 487 

52,  588 

4, 768 

72,  581 
11,010 

76, 200 
9,330 

82, 261 

9,  409 

82, 698 

8, 977 

84, 886 
9,417 

90,  846 

9,  420 

93,207 

9.975 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  Payments  and  expenses _ 

_  4;  621 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  and  expenses: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico _  ... _  . 

_  1, 805 

1,900 

100 

3, 985 

205 

3,990 

210 

4,142 

218 

4,180 

220 

4,180 

220 

4, 370 

230 

4,750 

250 

Federal  Extension  Service _  . 

_  '  95 

Total,  Extension  Service..  .  ..  _  ...  ... 

1,900 

2,  000 

2, 000 

4,100 

500 

3,400 

4,  200 
500 

3,  500 

4, 360 

500 

3,700 

4, 400 

512 

3,900 

4,400 

528 

4,100 

4,600 

460 

4,100 

5, 000 
460 
4. 100 

Economic  Research  Service _  ._  _  _  . 

Forest  Service:  Forest  protection  and  utilization. 

1,800 

Total,  pesticides  research  and  regulation  . . 

_  55, 808 

61,356 

91,  591 

93, 730 

100, 230 

100, 487 

103, 331 

109, 426  1 

12,742 

1  Includes  obligations  for  pesticides  research  and  regulation  which  relate  to  pollution  and  which  are  included  in  the  fable  on  pollution  research,  abatement’,  and  control. 


THE  ECONOMY 

Or  perhaps  we  should  term  this  a  bill 
“for  the  protection  of  industry  and  la¬ 
bor,”  since  those  few,  the  approximately 
5  percent  left  on  the  farm  have  had  to 
substitute  huge  investments  in  machinery 
and  equipment  for  those  who  have  mov¬ 
ed  to  town,  thus  becoming  perhaps  in¬ 
dustry’s  and  labor’s  biggest  market. 

The  producers  of  agricultural  products 
spend  nearly  $30  billion  a  year  for  goods 
and  services  to  produce  crops  and  live¬ 
stock;  another  $12  billion  a  year  is  spent 
for  the  same  products  that  urban  resi¬ 
dents  purchase — food,  clothing,  drugs, 
furniture,  appliances,  and  other  products 
and  services.  Each  year  the  farmers’  pur¬ 
chases  include  $3.4  billion  in  new  farm 
vehicles,  machinery,  and  equipment.  It 
takes  120,000  nonfarm  employees  to  pro¬ 
duce  this  farm  equipment  alone. 

His  annual  purchases  also  include  $3.4 
billion  for  fuel,  lubricants,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  machinery  and  motor  vehicles. 
Farm  production  uses  more  petroleum 


than  any  other  single  industry.  Each  year 
the  farmer  buys  products  containing  320 
million  pounds  of  rubber — about  9  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  used  in  the  United 
States,  or  enough  to  put  tires  on  nearly 
6  million  automobiles.  He  consumes  28 
billion  kilowatt-hours  of  electricity  an¬ 
nually.  Every  year  he  uses  5  million  tons 
of  steel  in  the  form  of  machinery,  trucks, 
cars,  fencing,  and  building  materials. 
Farm  use  of  steel  accounts  for  40,000 
jobs  in  the  steel  industry. 

RURAL  DEVELOPMENT 

On  the  other  hand,  the  bill  might  be 
called  the  Rural  Development  Act  of 
1971,  for  this  bill  provides  funds  to  con¬ 
tinue  and  improve  the  rural  develop¬ 
ment  programs  of  the  Department,  in¬ 
cluding  the  activities  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  the  Extension  Service, 
and  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

It  is  clear  that  in  the  years  ahead  we 
must  look  more  to  our  rural  areas  for  de¬ 


velopment  of  homes,  jobs,  and  recreation 
for  the  millions  of  additional  Americans 
anticipated.  With  such  a  small  percen¬ 
tage  of  Americans  on  farms,  it  is  clear 
that  such  development  cannot  be  solely 
tied  to  a  farm  economy.  These  agencies 
have  the  loan,  grant,  and  technical  serv¬ 
ice  programs  providing  the  fundamental 
elements  of  rural  development  such  as 
sewer  systems,  telephones,  electricity, 
and  water-resource  development  neces¬ 
sary  for  industrial  and  commercial  de¬ 
velopment  of  rural  America. 

In  fiscal  year  1969  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  made  the  following  num¬ 
ber  of  loans  in  rural  areas,  to  be  repaid 
with  interest:  Farm  ownership  loans, 
13,702;  soil  and  water  loans,  989;  operat¬ 
ing  loans,  50,811;  rural  housing  loans, 
54,102;  emergency  credit  loans,  20,686; 
and  water  and  sewer  grants,  678. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  built 
or  planned  440  multiple-purpose  reser¬ 
voirs  and  is  operating  68  resource  con¬ 
servation  and  development  projects, 
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bringing  to  bear  its  technical  services  on 
the  economic  problems  of  multi-comity 
development.  The  committee  is  providing 
for  five  new  projects  in  1971. 

In  this  bill,  the  budget  estimate  is 
raised  by  $20  million  for  the  rural  elec¬ 
trification  and  telephone  programs  which 
have  brought  the  amenities  of  urban  liv¬ 
ing  to  rural  areas  but  not  the  city  prob¬ 
lems. 

The  committee  has  restored  sufficient 
funds  to  provide  coordination  of  the 
many  Federal  programs  available  to  con¬ 
tribute  to  rural  development.  Agencies 
contributing  to  this  development  include 
Commerce,  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fair,  as  well  as  the  several  agriculture 
agencies. 

For  example,  the  recently  passed  inde¬ 
pendent  offices  and  Housing  and  Urban 


$500  million  for  water  and  sewer  facili¬ 
ties  in  towns  and  cities  above  5,500  in 
population,  $800,000,000  was  provided  in 
1970  for  waste  treatment  facilities,  and 
the  President  is  proposing  a  4-year  pro¬ 
gram  of  $1  billion  per  year  through  1975. 

In  addition,  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Administration,  from  1965  through 
April  of  1970,  has  spent  $832  million  for 
projects  located  outside  the  major  urban 
areas. 

ANTIPOLL  LJTION  BILL 

This  bill  could  be  cited  as  “the  anti¬ 
pollution  bill,”  for  included  are  funds  for 
watershed  protection  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion,  in  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Under  the  flood  prevention  and  water¬ 
shed  programs,  there  are  built  or  planned 
8,944  floodwater  retarding  structures, 
and  440  multiple-purpose  reservoirs, 


ment  near  their  source.  Such  sediment  is 
a  known  carrier  of  pollution. 

In  addition,  the  ACP  program,  restored 
by  the  committee,  has  contributed  over 
2  million  smaller  on-farm  structures 
where  the  farmer  provides  about  two- 
thirds  of  the  cost,  including  his  labor. 
The  ACP  program,  with  technical  advice 
from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  has 
fought  pollution  with  measures  such  as 
terracing,  strip  cropping,  and  permanent 
sod  waterways. 

The  committee  has  also  strengthened 
the  research  programs  in  pollution  con¬ 
trol,  with  increased  staffs  for  water  qual¬ 
ity  research  at  Durant,  Okla.;  the  Na¬ 
tional  Sediment  Laboratory  at  Oxford, 
Miss. ;  soil  and  water  research  at  Pendle¬ 
ton,  Oreg.;  and  animal  waste  manage¬ 
ment  at  Fort  Collins,  Colo.,  and  Bush- 
land,  Tex. 

A  summary  of  pollution-related  activ- 


Development  appropriation  bill  included  which  will  catch  2.9  billion  tons  of 

ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  POLLUTION  RESEARCH,  ABATEMENT,  AND  CONTROL  PROGRAMS 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

sedi-  ities  of  the  Department  follows: 

OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  1963-71 

Item 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research _ _ _ _ 

30, 262 

35. 733 

52, 124 

54, 982 

58, 043 

59, 432 

59, 646 

65, 203 

66,  230 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control.... 

1,  541 

1,749 

3,  046 

3,144 

3, 737 

4,117 

10, 359 

11,514 

13,414 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses _ 

31, 803 

37, 482 

55, 170 

58, 126 

61, 780 

63, 549 

70, 005 

76, 717 

79, 644 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  Payments  and  ex¬ 
penses . . . . . 

5,155 

6,315 

9, 487 

11,177 

11,405 

11, 070 

12, 400 

12, 800 

14, 000 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  and  expenses:  Payments  to  States  and 
Puerto  Rico . . . . . 

4,  252 

4,725 

5,675 

6, 615 

7,  575 

8,525 

9,000 

9,243 

9,656 

Federal  Extension  Service . 

248 

275 

325 

385 

425 

475 

500 

557 

644 

Total,  Extension  Service . 

ZT.-500 

5,000 

6,000 

7, 000 

8, 000 

9, 000 

9, 500 

9, 800 

10,300 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations . 

33, 600 

34,  800 

37, 100 

39, 100 

40, 100 

41,800 

48, 700 

51,900 

51,900 

Great  Plains  conservation  program . . . 

9,500 

10, 700 

11,700 

12,600 

14,  800 

13,  200 

13,900 

13,  400 

13,  400 

Watershed  works  of  improvement . 

10,600 

11,700 

12,100 

12,700 

13,600 

13, 300 

13,900 

18,  000 

20,  500 

Flood  prevention . . 

7,  200 

7,  500 

7,900 

7,600 

7,  500 

7,200 

6,900 

7,200 

7,200 

Resource  conservation  and  development . 

150 

340 

900 

1,300 

2,200 

36, 000 

5,900 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service . 

60, 900 

65, 700 

68, 950 

72,  340 

76,900 

76, 800 

85, 600 

94, 100 

98, 900 

Economic  Research  Service . 

20 

20 

50 

90 

200 

200 

200 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service . . . 

40 

42 

43 

45 

46 

48 

50 

60 

60 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service: 
Agricultural  conservation  program.  ... _  . 

182, 100 

182, 800 

184,600 

179, 500 

188, 800 

170, 200 

159,400 

156, 100 

185, 000 

Emergency  conservation  program _  .  _ 

3,700 

5, 800 

12, 100 

5,700 

3, 600 

7,900 

11,100 

12, 000 

13, 600 

Administrative  expenses  for  ACP  and  ECM... 

28,225 

27, 354 

29, 301 

'  29,482 

32, 298 

37,  596 

33, 000 

32, 900 

15, 000 

Cropland  adjustment  program _  _ 

7,100 

500 

600  ... 

Cropland  conversion  program  .  .... 

2,000  ... 

1,900 

200  ... 

— 

Appalachian  land  stabilization  and  conservation 
program _  _  _ 

6, 500 

3, 000 

3,300  .... 

Total,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service _ 

216, 025 

215,925 

227, 901 

221,982 

231, 698 

216, 296 

206,  500 

204, 300 

28, 600 

Farmers  Home  Administration : 1 

Water  and  sewer  system  loans: 

Direct . . . . 

8,400 

11,300 

13, 100 

27, 500 

82, 900 

79, 400 

74,600 

64, 000 

74, 000 

Insured . . . . . 

5,500 

22, 100 

37, 000 

84, 700 

92, 000 

83, 100 

90, 000 

80, 000 

86, 000 

Subtotal,  water  and  sewer  system  loans _ 

13, 900 

33, 400 

50, 100 

112,200 

174, 900 

162,  500 

164, 600 

144,  (TOO 

160, 000 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants . . 

18,  600 

22, 500 

23, 000 

25, 000 

42, 000 

52, 000 

Administrative  expenses . . . 

209 

501 

752 

1,962 

2, 961 

2,  783 

2, 500 

2, 900 

3,100 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Administration . . 

14, 109 

33, 901 

50, 852 

132, 762 

200, 361 

188, 283 

192, 100 

188,  900 

215, 100 

Forest  Service:  Forest  protection  and  utilization . 

30,500 

31, 600 

34, 000 

36,  500 

41,300 

48, 000 

54, 700 

57, 200 

62, 900 

Total,  pollution  research,  abatement, and  control. 

363, 032 

394, 994 

452, 423 

539, 952 

631,  540 

613, 136 

631, 055 

644, 077 

694, 704 

1  Excludes  loan  repayments. 

NUTRITION 

This  bill  could  be  called  the  peoples 
bill  because  of  its  contribution  to  human 
nutrition  and  aid  to  those  who  for  one 
reason  or  another  do  not  have  an  ade¬ 
quate  diet. 

The  record  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  made  possible  by  the  actions  of 
the  Congress  and  this  committee,  is  long 
and  strong  in  the  support  of  nutrition 
and  cost  of  production  research,  research 


on  marketing,  and  support  of  other  agri¬ 
culture  programs  designed  to  improve  the 
basic  structure  of  agriculture  and  to  en¬ 
able  the  American  people  to  spend  only 
16  percent  of  their  income  on  food.  This 
remarkable  achievement  is  largely  un¬ 
noticed.  The  committee  is  proud  of  an¬ 
other  part  of  this  record  which  is  also 
unnoticed.  That  is  this  committee’s  direct 
support  of  food  aid. 

Two  years  ago  the  Congress  adopted. 


at  the  committee’s  request,  some  impor¬ 
tant  new  language  for  the  section  32  ap¬ 
propriation.  This  language  provided  $45 
million  for  a  number  of  expanded  and 
innovative  programs.  The  amount  was 
raised  to  $100  million  in  the  1970  budget. 
The  language  follows: 

(4)  In.  addition  to  other  amounts  provided 
in  this  act,  not  more  than  $100  million  (in¬ 
cluding  not  to  exceed  $2  million  for  State 
administrative  expenses)  for  (a)  child  feed- 
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ing  programs  and  nutritional  programs  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  as  amended,  (b)  ad¬ 
ditional  direct  distribution  or  other  pro¬ 
grams,  without  regard  to  whether  such  area 
is  under  the  food  stamp  program  or  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  direct  distribution,  to  provide,  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  perma¬ 
nent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a 
State  or  local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate 
diet  to  other  needy  children  and  low-income 
persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of 
their  own,  from  general  and  continued  hun¬ 
ger  resulting  from  insufficient  food,  and  (c) 
milk  for  children  in  nonprofit  high  schools 
and  schools  of  lower  levels,  child-care  cen¬ 
ters,  summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit 
institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training 
of  children. 

This  language  has  meant  valuable  flexi¬ 
bility  in  meeting  many  emerging  needs 
for  our  food  programs.  In  1970  a  total 
of  $67  million  has  been  allocated  to  sup¬ 
plement  the  funds  available  from  the 
child  nutrition  direct  appropriation  to 
provide  for: 

First.  Special  cash  assistance  which 
provides  schools  with  a  higher  rate  of 
cash  reimbursement  for  serving  free  or 
reducedprice  lunches  to  needy  children; 

Second.  Serving  school  breakfasts  to 
children  in  schools  that  draw  attendance 
from  low-income  areas  and  those  in 
which  a  substantial  portion  of  the  chil¬ 
dren  must  travel  long  distances;  and 

Third.  Equipment  necessary  for  serv¬ 
ing  these  lunches  and  breakfasts. 

The  primary  emphasis  in  the  use  of 
these  funds  is  the  extension  of  program 
benefits  to  needy  children. 

The  $2  million  designated  for  State  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  is  allotted  to  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  detailed  plans  and 
justification  of  need  for  supervising  and 
giving  technical  assistance  to  local  school 
districts  for  additional  activities  under¬ 
taken  by  them  to  reach  more  needy  chil¬ 
dren  with  lunch  and  breakfast  programs. 

The  $20  million  of  these  funds  al¬ 
located  for  the  special  milk  program  are 
being  used  to  supplement  the  $84  mil¬ 
lion  appropriated  to  increase  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  All 


nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade 
and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer  camps, 
and  childcare  institutions  devoted  to  the 
care  and  training  of  children  are  eligible 
to  participate. 

A  special  experimental  program  au¬ 
thorizing  free  food  stamps  to  persons 
with  little  or  no  income  was  started  in 
March  1969  in  Beaufort  and  Jasper  Coun¬ 
ties,  S.C.,  with  $5,000  of  these  funds,  and 
this  project  is  continuing  at  this  level 
in  1970. 

The  special  supplementary  food  pack¬ 
age  program  makes  available  enriched 
foods  for  new  and  expectant  mothers,  in¬ 
fants,  and  young  children  in  food  stamp 
areas.  The  program  is  operated  through 
local  health  facilities  such  as  clinics,  with 
doctors  and  public  health  nurses  pre¬ 
scribing  for  clients  those  foods  offered  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

A  new  experimental  program  involving 
the  issuance  of  a  special  purpose  food 
certificate  is  being  tested  in  a  limited 
area  of  Chicago.  Eligible  recipients — low- 
income  new  and  expectant  mothers  and 
infants — use  this  food  voucher  to  pur¬ 
chase  milk,  infant  formula  and  'baby 
cereal  in  local  retail  stores.  The  remain¬ 
ing  $10,995,000  budgeted  for  1970  is  to  be 
used  for  these  two  programs. 

Last  year  the  Congress  appropriated  a 
total  of  $610  million,  an  increase  of  $270 
million,  for  food  stamps.  The  committee 
helped  this  program  grow  from  a  small 
experiment  conducted  under  section  32 
to  be  the  major  food  aid  program  of  the 
Department. 

For  example,  in  1967  the  conference 
agreed  and  the  Congress  directed  that 
$5  million  of  the  funds  for  the  food 
stamp  program  go  to  especially  needy 
persons. 

The  committee  has  supported  a  strong 
nutrition  education  program.  Last  year’s 
report  stated: 

The  committee  has  approved  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $30  million  for  the  nutrition  aide 
program  initiated  last  fall.  This  is  in  line 
with  the  latest  budget  recommendation  and 
places  existing  programs  on  a  yearly  basis. 
Of  this  sum,  $7,500,000  shall  be  available  for 
professional  workers  to  promote  4-H  type 


programs  in  the  depressed  areas  of  our  cities. 
This  program  involves  educational  work 
among  low-income  groups  to  reduce  the  in¬ 
cidence  of  malnutrition,  by  providing  home¬ 
maker  aides  who  will  use  available  informa¬ 
tion,  knowledge  and  skills  to  teach  needy 
people  to  utilize  all  resources  toward  the 
achievement  of  a  more  nutritionally  ade¬ 
quate  diet. 

In  this  connection,  the  Committee  feels 
that  full  use  should  be  made  of  the  Nation’s 
3  million  4-H  Club  members  to  promote  4-H 
Club-type  work  with  the  youth  of  our  towns 
and  cities.  The  success  of  this  program  in 
rural  areas  has  forcefully  demonstrated  the 
effectiveness  of  this  approach.  It  may  well  be 
found  that  the  most  successful  results  from 
nutritional  education  of  low-income  families 
will  come  through  work  with  the  younger 
members  of  the  family. 

For  these  and  other  reasons,  clearly 
established  in  the  record,  the  committee 
is  proud  of  its  efforts  to  achieve  better 
nutrition. 

For  1971,  the  committee  has  restored 
the  special  milk  program  recommended 
for  deletion  in  the  budget  estimate.  This 
will  provide  about  3  billion  half-pints  of 
milk  to  about  17  million  schoolchildren. 

The  committee  has  provided  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $1,250  million  for  food 
stamps,  which  of  course  has  to  await 
authorization  before  expenditure,  and 
congratulates  the  Department  on  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Food  and  Nutrition 
Service,  an  agency  which  is  doing  a  good 
job. 

The  committee  has  raised  by  $5  mil¬ 
lion  the  recently  authorized  equipment 
program  to  a  total  of  $17.5  million  in 
1971. 

Included  in  the  bill  is  $200  million  for 
free  and  reduced-price  lunches  for  an 
estimated  6.6  million  needy  children.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  the  fact  that  the  Children’s 
food  service  program  was  signed  into  law 
on  May  14,  1970,  made  it  impossible  to 
obtain  a  budget  recommendation  or  hold 
hearings  in  time  to  include  funds  for  this 
purpose.  The  amended  program  will  have 
the  attention  of  the  committee  in  the 
first  suppemental. 

A  summary  of  the  dramatic  expansion 
of  these  programs  follows : 


ESTIMATED  OBLIGATIONS  FOR  HUMAN  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS,  INCLUDING  FOOD  ASSISTANCE,  RESEARCH,  AND  EDUCATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  1963-71 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Item 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Agricultural  Research  Service:  Salaries  and  expenses. 

Research _ _ _  _  ... 

2,  053 

2,055 

3, 981 

3.943 

3.  786 

3.654 

3.734 

4.  097 

4.  272 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  Payments  and 

expenses _ _ _ 

852 

874 

997 

1,092 

1,151 

1,188 

1,232 

1,677 

1,792 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  and  expenses: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico. . __ 

2,305 

2,350 

2,448 

2,495 

2,571 

2,646 

11,702 

31,788 

52, 142 

Federal  Extension  Service . _ . 

95 

100 

102 

105 

109 

114 

406 

1,325 

1,410 

Total,  Federal  Extension  Service . . 

2,400 

2,450 

2,  550 

2,600 

2,680 

2, 760 

12,108 

33,113 

53,  552 

Removal  of  Surplus  Agricultural  Commodities— Section 

Commodities  and  administrative  expenses _ 

93, 380 

258, 503 

229,  222 

119,  095 

176, 985 

164, 390 

339, 995 

366, 619 

268, 794 

Special  feeding  program _ 

45,  000 

100,000 

186,  058 

Total,  section  32 . . . . 

93, 380 

258,  503 

229, 222 

119,095 

176, 985 

164,  390 

384, 995 

466, 619 

454, 852 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service: 

Special  milk  program _ 

94,  036 

99, 721 

97, 759 

96,  552 

99,  289 

102,  574 

102,677 

84,  000 

104,  000 

Child  nutrition  programs _ 

169, 167 

181,133 

191,141 

201,114 

211,846 

220, 205 

246, 088 

315,  338 

331,753 

Food  stamp  program _ _ _ 

20,415 

30, 479 

35,135 

70, 440 

115,515 

187,  284 

250, 982 

610,  000 

1, 250,  000 

Total,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service _ 

283,618 

311,333 

324,  035 

368,106 

426, 650 

510,  063 

599, 747 

1, 009, 338 

1,685,753 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation— domestic  commodity 

donations  and  administrative  expenses _ 

294, 523 

293, 425 

163, 578 

126, 182 

138, 898 

237,442 

236,413 

112, 969 

26/, 

Office  of  Information _ _ 

153 

148 

177 

159 

203 

132 

200 

197 

192 

Total,  human  nutrition . . 

676, 979 

868, 788 

724, 540 

621,177 

750, 353 

919,629 

1,238,429 

1,628, 010 

2, 468,  222 

- - - - ■ 
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In  determining  the  amounts  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  essential  for  these  purposes 
for  the  next  fiscal  year,  it  is  important 
to  review  some  of  the  conditions  facing 
the  200  million  American  consumers  as 
well  as  the  economic  strength  of  this 
Nation  at  home  and  abroad  in  the  years 
ahead. 

FARMING  NO  LONGER  ATTRACTIVE 

The  number  of  agricultural  producers 
providing  food  and  fiber  for  our  rapidly 
expanding  population  continues  to  de¬ 
cline  and  is  now  down  to  about  5  percent 
of  the  people  in  this  country.  Trained 
and  experienced  farm  labor  is  in  increas¬ 
ingly  short  supply. 

Long  hours  of  hard  work,  more  rigor¬ 
ous  living  conditions,  hazards  of 
weather,  threats  from  insects  and  dis¬ 
eases,  increasing  financial  risks,  and  de¬ 
creasing  financial  returns  are  causing 
farming  to  become  less  and  less  attrac¬ 
tive  to  each  succeeding  generation  of 
young  people.  Fewer  and  fewer  farm 
children  are  turning  to  farming  as  a  ca¬ 
reer.  More  and  more  of  their  parents  are 
moving  to  “greener  pastures”  in  town  as 
the  monetary  return  for  their  labor,  in¬ 
vestment,  and  managerial  skills  decrease 
on  the  farm. 

As  a  business  venture,  farming  is  be¬ 
coming  less  attractive  as  the  necessary 
farm  investment  increases  and  the  net 
return  on  the  investment  decreases.  Fig¬ 
ures  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  show  that  average  farm  investment 
has  increased  nearly  fourteenfold  in  the 
past  25  years,  from  $6,158  in  1910  to  $85,- 
402  in  1969.  They  also  indicate  that  the 
average  return  on  farm  equities  has 
dropped  more  than  50  percent  during 
this  period,  from  7.1  percent  in  1945-49 
to  3.1  percent  in  1968. 

It  is  entirely  understandable,  there¬ 
fore,  why  fewer  and  fewer  people  are  re¬ 
maining  on  the  Nation’s  farms,  and  why 
some  5  percent  of  our  population  on  the 
farms  is  now  feeding  the  other  95  per¬ 
cent  in  addition  to  themselves.  This  un¬ 
desirable  imbalance  can  be  exoected  to 
be  further  aggravated  as  movement 
away  from  agriculture  continues. 

According  to  Department  figures,  an 
average  of  nearly  800,000  people  have 
left  the  farms  in  each  of  the  last  5  years. 
The  farm  population  has  decreased  to 
about  10  million  today.as  compared  to 
more  than  two  and  a  half  times  that 
number  in  1950. 

The  trend  away  from  the  farm  is  also 
evidenced  by  the  steadily  decreasing 
amount  of  land  in  farms  and  the  size  of 
farms.  The  total  land  in  farms  in  1950 
was  1.2  billion  acres  as  compared  to  1.1 
billion  acres  in  1965,  a  reduction  of  100 
million  acres.  The  average  size  of  a  farm 
increased  from  213  acres  to  377  acres  in 
that  same  period. 

As  the  committee  has  pointed  out 
many  times,  the  farmer  or  agricultural 
producer  can  afford  to  quit,  but  the  con¬ 
sumer  cannot  afford  to  have  him  do  so. 

AGRICULTURE  REMAINS  BASIC 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  the 
growing  tendency  to  consider  agricul¬ 
ture  as  a  less  essential  part  of  our  na¬ 
tional  economy,  and  to  reduce  funds 
needed  for  its  continued  support,  threat¬ 
ens  our  Nation  at  home  and  abroad.  It 


could  have  a  serious  effect  on  the  future 
food  supply  of  this  country  and'  could 
weaken  our  ability  to  meet  our  future  re¬ 
sponsibilities  as  a  leader  of  the  nations 
of  the  world. 

History  teaches  us  that  the  food-defi¬ 
cit  countries  of  the  world  started  on 
their  decline  by  failing  to  give  adequate 
attention  to  the  protection  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  their  basic  natural  resources. 
They  failed  to  provide  necessary  pro¬ 
tection  and  development  through  re¬ 
search,  control  of  insects  and  diseases, 
conservation  and  other  programs  needed 
to  assure  the  preservation  of  their  ca¬ 
pacity  to  meet  the  needs  of  their  people 
for  food,  clothing,  and  shelter.  This  is 
true  of  nearly  every  country  we  aid  to¬ 
day.  We  must  not  make  the  same  mis¬ 
take. 

One  of  our  major  problems  today  is 
that,  though  agriculture  is  our  best  mar¬ 
ket  for  industry  and  labor  and  the  most 
economical  supplier  of  the  consumer,  so 
few  people  are  engaged  in  agriculture 
that  its  voice  is  weak  in  the  legislative 
halls  of  a  majority  of  the  States  and  of 
the  Nation.  No  longer  does  agriculture 
figure  prominently  in  the  planning  of 
those  who  would  appeal  to  the  majority. 
This  leaves  a  major  task  for  those  who 
recognize  that  the  national  welfare 
depends  on  a  sound  and  healthy  agri¬ 
culture. 

LOW  FARM  INCOME  TRIGGERS  FINANCIAL 
DEPRESSION 

It  has  been  stated  that  the  seeds  of 
the  Great  Depression  were  sown  in  the 
agricultural  depression  of  the  1920’s 
which  followed  the  First  World  War. 
The  failure  to  maintain  farm  exports  or 
to  support  farm  prices  and  thus  to  main¬ 
tain  farmers’  purchasing  power  weak¬ 
ened  banking  and  business.  Yet,  people 
refuse  to  remember  the  lessons  of  the 
terrible  financial  crises  of  the  1920’s  and 
1930’s.  It  was  graphically  illustrated  in 
1921,  in  1929,  and  again  in  1937  that  if 
the  farmer’s  prices  and  purchasing 
power  collapse,  the  whole  economy 
suffers. 

Let  us  now  briefly  review  the  history 
of  farm  prices  in  the  late  twenties  and 
the  thirties,  when  a  drop  in  the  purchas¬ 
ing  power  of  those  engaged  in  agricul¬ 
ture  not  only  wrecked  farming,  but 
dragged  down  the  economy  of  the  whole 
Nation. 

After  the  First  World  War  ended  the 
Government  announced  that  it  would  no 
longer  support  the  price  of  wheat.  The 
wheat  which  had  brought  $2.94  a  bushel 
in  Minneapolis  in  July  1920,  brought 
$1.72  in  December  1930,  and  *92  cents  a 
year  later.  Agricultural  prices  in  general 
collapsed.  Cotton  fell  to  a  third  of  its 
July  1920  price  and  corn  by  62  percent. 
The  Yearbook  of  Agriculture  of  1922 
shows  that  the  total  value  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products  dropped  from  $18,328 
million  ifi  1920  to  $12,402  million  in 
1921.  As  a  result  of  the  agricultural 
crash  of  1920-21,  453,000  farmers  lost 
their  farms.  Many  others  remained  in 
serious  financial  trouble  which,  in  turn, 
was  reflected  by  failures  of  local  banks. 

Average  wheat  prices  for  the  years  1924 
to  1927  stayed  pretty  much  in  a  range 
between  $1.19  and  $1.44  a  bushel  as  com¬ 
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pared  to  a  parity  price  of  approximately 
$1.40  for  that  period.  Corn  prices  in  these 
same  years  varied  between  70  cents  a 
bushel  to  $1.06  a  bushel  versus  a  parity 
price  of  about  $1.  Cotton  prices  were 
12.5  cents  a  pound  in  1926  but  averaged 
20.7  cents  for  the  other  years,  compared 
to  a  parity  price  of  19.1  cents.  In  1928 
these  prices  were:  wheat,  $1;  cotton,  18 
cents:  and  corn,  84  cents.  By  1931  wheat 
was  38  cents;  cotton,  5.5  cents;  and  corn, 
32  cents — roughly  one-third  of  the  pre- 
1928  price  levels.  Starting  in  August  of 
1929,  wheat  prices  for  the  dominant  fu¬ 
tures  on  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade  fell 
from  $1.43  average  price  to  76  cents  in 
November  of  1930,  a  drop  of  over  50  per¬ 
cent  in  15  months.  The  Dow-Jones  stock 
price  averages  followed  by  declining  from 
a  high  of  381.2  in  September  to  a  low 
of  41.2  in  July  of  1932.  The  decline  of 
the  price  of  wheat  on  the  commodity 
exchanges  was  particularly  significant 
since  there  were  nearly  $250  million  of 
open  contracts  in  October  1929,  almost 
2  y2  times  the  number  of  contracts  in 
normal  years.  A  great  many  of  these 
speculators  were  ruined. 

It  has  been  said  that  there  were  more 
suicides  during  this  period  among  those 
that  didn’t  know  what  a  farm  was  as  a 
result  of  the  breakdown  in  farm  or  com¬ 
modity  prices— which  had  led  to  a  fall 
in  prices  and  values  throughout  the 
economy — than  in  any  other  period  in 
our  history. 

It  was  a  sad  way  to  learn  it,  but  people 
at  that  time  came  to  realize  that  real 
wealth  starts  with  material  things — 
corn,  wheat,  cotton,  food  crops  of  all 
kinds,  and  other  raw  materials — and 
that  the  general  economy  was  primed  by 
the  sale  of  raw  materials  since,  in  gen¬ 
eral,  the  total  national  wealth  averages 
some  seven  times  the  sale  value  of  the 
farm  or  raw  material  production. 

We  learned  several  lessons  in  the 
twenties  and  thirties. 

First,  that  when  farmers  cannot  get 
a  fair  return  for  their  production,  the 
land  suffers.  Remember,  the  price  of 
food,  clothing,  and  shelter  is  going  to  be 
paid  either  by  those  who  use  them,  or  by 
the  land  from  which  they  come.  Con¬ 
gress,  reacting  to  the  terrible  depletion 
of  our  natural  resources,  passed  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  of  1936.  Yet,  today  these  same  facts 
get  little  recognition. 

Second,  we  sometimes  seem  to  forget 
that  some  form  of  effective  control  over 
farm  production  and  marketing  is  nec¬ 
essary.  In  1937  heavy  crops  caused  sur¬ 
pluses  and  low  prices  for  wheat  and  cot¬ 
ton,  and  a  severe  drop  in  commodity 
prices  corresponded  to  another  decline 
through  the  economy. 

Our  farm  programs  today  seem  often 
to  be  predicated  on  the  belief  that  cheap 
raw  materials  made  this  country  great. 
That  is  undoubtedly  true;  however,  we 
wasted  half  our  natural  resources  in  the 
process.  The  high  payments  which  are 
the  result  of  these  policies  have  engen¬ 
dered  a  great  animosity,  in  the  minds  of 
some,  toward  our  agricultural  producers. 

It  shall  be  remembered  that  the  price 
of  food,  clothing  and  shelter  is  going  to 
be  paid  either  by  those  who  use  them,  di- 
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rectly  or  through  taxes,  or  by  the  land 
from  which  they  come. 

The  people  of  India  and  China 
throughout  the  centuries  demanded  food 
and  fiber  below  the  cost  of  production. 
The  cost  was  paid  by  the  land  from 
which  it  came.  As  a  result,  the  land  is 
worn  out.  Yet  we  in  this  country  wore 
out  more  rich  land  in  a  shorter  time 
period  than  any  nation  in  history, 
largely  because  we  had  land  to  waste. 
This  is  no  longer  the  case. 

PAST  ACHIEVEMENTS  OF  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE 

The  efficiency  of  American  agricul¬ 
ture  has  been  a  blessing  to  the  consumers 
of  the  world.  It  has  provided  a  plentiful 
supply  of  wholesome  and  nutritious 
foods  which  U.S.  consumers  have  come  to 
accept  and  take  for  granted.  It  has  pro¬ 
duced  quantities  in  excess  of  domestic 
needs  which  have  become  a  significant 
factor  in  our  international  programs  of 
aid  and  assistance  to  the  less  fortunate 
peoples  in  other  nations  of  the  world. 

Because  of  the  remarkable  achieve¬ 
ments  of  American  agriculture,  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  for  years  have 
enjoyed  a  standard  of  living  never  before 
attained  anywhere  in  the  world. 

These  achievements  have  been  made 
possible  by  cooperative  Federal,  State, 
and  local  efforts  in  the  various  agricul¬ 
tural  programs  of  the  Nation.  The  lead¬ 
ership  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  land-grant  universities,  and 
the  States  and  local  agricultural  agencies, 
have  developed  an  agricultural  industry 
in  the  United  States  which  is  the  envy  of 
the  entire  world. 

As  a  result  of  our  high  level  of  effi¬ 
ciency  in  agricultural  production,  and 
certain  governmental  policies  which  have 
failed  to  make  U.S.  commodities  com¬ 
petitive  in  world  markets,  this  country 
has  had  supplies  of  commodities  which 
have  been  surplus  to  U.S.  needs  dur¬ 
ing  certain  periods  in  the  past  several 
decades.  National  policies  and  farm  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  directed  toward  meet¬ 
ing  this  situation.  It  is  pointed  out  that, 
while  these  supplies  were  surplus  to  do¬ 
mestic  U.S.  demands,  they  were  by  no 
means  surplus  to  world  needs.  Also,  it  is 
the  opinion  of  many  responsible  officials 
and  experts  in  this  country  that  it  is 
much  better  for  the  United  States  to  have 
too  much  rather  than  too  little  of  the 
things  necessary  to  feed,  house,  and 
clothe  our  people.  The  cost  of  handling 
and  storing  surpluses  has  been  small  in¬ 
deed,  compared  to  the  benefits  to  the 
American  consumer  and  to  the  position 
of  strength  in  world  affairs  which  our 
agricultural  production  has  enabled  us  to 
maintain. 

A  FIRM  SUPPLY  OF  FOOD  ESSENTIAL 

Aside  from  the  possibility  of  nuclear 
conflict,  hunger  is  probably  the  foremost 
problem  of  the  world  today.  Approxi¬ 
mately  half  of  the  world’s  3.5  billion  peo¬ 
ple  suffer  from  malnutrition.  The  World 
Food  Congress  was  told  in  1963  that 
around  10,000  persons  die  every  day  from 
starvation. 

India  had  a  food  crisis  in  1963.  Short- 
staple  wheat  and  the  so-called  miracle 
rice  has  helped,  but  that  vast  subconti¬ 
nent  still  has  a  year-round  hunger  prob¬ 
lem;  so  do  many  other  areas  in  the  world. 
The  present  outlook  Is  that  hunger  will 


grow  more  and  more  intense  with  the 
passage  of  time.  The  world’s  population 
increase  is  almost  unbelievable.  Each 
year  births  exceed  deaths  by  almost  60 
million. 

This  alarming  population  expansion 
can  be  fully  appreciated  when  it  is  rea¬ 
lized  that  the  population  of  the  world, 
which  reached  the  first  billion  by  the 
year  1830,  took  only  100  years,  1830  to 
1930,  to  reach  2  billion  and  only  30  years, 
1930  to  1960,  to  reach  3  billion.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  exceed  6  billion  people  by  the 
turn  of  the  century.  The  population 
growth  in  the  United  States  increased 
from  13  million  in  1830  to  123  million  in 
1930  and  179  million  in  1960.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  reach  300  million  by  the  year 
1990. 

The  Secretary,  testifying  recently  be¬ 
fore  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  stated; 

We  must,  of  course,  project  the  future 
in  order  to  plan  for  it.  But  there  is  a  strong 
tendency,  I  think,  to  project  from  present 
conditions,  without  accounting  enough  for 
variables.  Weather,  for  instance,  can  cause 
as  much  as  25  percent  fluctuation  in  Agri¬ 
culture  production. 

Although  the  Secretary  was  speaking 
of  worldwide  agriculture,  this  statement 
is  just  as  applicable  at  home.  It  should 
be  added  that  there  is  an  equal  danger 
in  projecting  past  solutions.  Fqt  this  rea¬ 
son,  volume  1  of  the  hearings  includes 
testimony  taken  by  the  subcommittee 
from  Secretary  Benson  in  1957.  These 
hearings  demonstrate  that  policies  quite 
similar  to  those  being  followed  today,  in¬ 
cluding  massive  land  retirement,  forced 
thousands  of  farm  families  to  migrate 
to  the  cities.  Recent  events  have  proven 
this  migration  to  be  a  disaster.  The 
policies  caused  us  to  lose  our  foreign 
markets,  as  well,  by  holding  an  umbrella 
over  the  world  markets  with  high  prices. 
Foreign  suppliers  got  the  market  and 
we  became  a  residual  supplier.  Such 
price  levels  have  encouraged  foreign 
planting  of  commodities  such  as  cotton 
and  wheat  that  have  further  reduced 
our  exports. 

COMPETITIVE  EXPORT  SALES  NECESSARY 

For  the  past  20  years,  the  committee 
has  done  everything  possible  to  encour¬ 
age  and  require  exportation  of  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  has  continued 
to  insist  that  such  commodities  be  of¬ 
fered  continuously  in  world  markets  on 
a  competitive  basis.  During  those  years 
when  U.S.  commodities  have  been  kept 
competitive,  export  sales  have  increased 
substantially  and  the  pressure  of  sur¬ 
pluses  has  been  removed  from  the  do¬ 
mestic  markets. 

Despite  unlimited  authority  to  sell 
competitively  in  world  markets  the  De¬ 
partment’s  failure  to  sell  competitively 
in  the  early  1950’s,  caused  CCC  com¬ 
modity  inventories  to  increase  from  $1 
billion  as  of  June  30,  1952,  to  $5  billion 
as  of  June  30,  1955.  During  this  period, 
CCC  holdings  of  cotton  increased  from 
$418,000  to  $1.2  billion. 

In  1955,  at  the  insistence  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  the  first  cotton  was  offered  for 
sale  abroad  for  dollars  on  a  competitive 
basis  and  1  million  bales  were  sold  in  a 
few  weeks.  Subsequently  about  7  million 
bales  were  sold  soon  after  they  were  of¬ 


fered.  Then  in  1956,  despite  this  most 
satisfactory  experience,  the  Department 
took  steps  to  again  hold  U.S.  cotton  off 
world  markets.  This  caused  Congress  to 
enact  the  Export  Sales  Act  of  1956  re¬ 
quiring  sales  for  dollars  to  regain  and 
retain  the  U.S.  historical  share  of  world 
markets. 

Notwithstanding  this  legislation,  the 
Department  in  1958  again  refused  to  offer 
cotton  at  competitive  prices.  The  Comp¬ 
troller  General  ruled  this  to  be  a  violation 
of  the  1956  Export  Sales  Act.  Cotton  ex¬ 
ports  again  dropped — from  7.6  million 
bales  in  1956  to  2.8  million  bales  in  1958. 
This  action  cost  the  CCC  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars,  and  did  great  damage  to  U.S. 
cotton  producers. 

In  1959,  under  increased  pressure 
from  Congress,  competitive  sales  were  re¬ 
instituted  and  exports  again  increased — 
to  a  level  of  6.5  million  bales  in  1959.  De¬ 
spite  the  outstanding  success  of  the  com¬ 
petitive  sales  program  each  time  it  has 
been  used,  however,  the  Department  con¬ 
tinues  to  favor  the  export  “payment-in¬ 
kind”  approach,  which  has  not  been  ef¬ 
fective  and  which  has  been  extremely 
costly  to  the  Government. 

The  history  of  our  export  programs 
clearly  demonstrates  that  the  “payment- 
in-kind”  program  is  not  a  satisfactory 
substitute  for  competitive  sales  abroad. 
Like  most  exporting  nations  of  the 
world,  we  should  sell  what  we  produce 
and  don’t  need  for  what  it  will  bring  in 
the  world  markets.  Past  experience  has 
shown  that,  when  buyers  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  support  world  prices  by  their 
bids,  markets  throughout  the  world  are 
strengthened  and  commodities  flow  free¬ 
ly  through  the  normal  channels  of  trade. 
Loss  of  markets  to  our  competitors  has 
proved  the  dangers  of  an  artificial  price 
umbrella  over  world  markets,  fixed  by 
a  governmental  agency. 

The  Export  Sales  Act  of  1956  referred 
to  above  also  requires  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  establish  an  export  goal 
at  the  beginning  of  each  year  and,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  committee,  requires  him 
to  announce  such  figure  to  the  public. 
No  such  goals  have  been  announced  in 
recent  years,  despite  the  provisions  of 
law.  This  has  had  a  depressing  effect  on 
U.S.  exports.  While  the  historical  U.S. 
share  of  the  world  cotton  market  is 
around  6  million  bales  annually  and 
while  the  law  requires  the  export  of  this 
amount,  cotton  exports  dropped  to  3.3 
million  bales  in  1962,  4.7  million  bales  in 
1967,  and  2.5  million  bales  estimated  for 
1970. 

In  view  of  these  factors,  the  committee 
insists  that  the  Department :  first,  return 
to  offering  commodities  for  sale  on  a 
competitive  bid  basis;  second,  make 
“payment-in-kind”  payments  from  com¬ 
modity  stocks  in  lieu  of  cash  payments; 
and  third,  conform  to  the  Export  Sales 
Act  of  1956  by  announcing  to  the  world 
the  quantity  of  cotton  the  United  States 
will  intend  to  sell  each  year  on  world 
markets.  The  same  policy  would  be  good 
for  other  commodities.  These  exports 
should  be  from  private  stocks  and  han¬ 
dled  through  private  channels  where  pos¬ 
sible  and  from  Government  stocks  where 
necessary.  The  Export  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice  should  maintain  the  right  to  deter- 
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mine  when  and  how  much  to  offer  at 
various  times  during  the  year  to  reach 
the  total  goal. 

The  ability  of  this  country  to  provide 
the  most  abundant  supply  of  wholesome 
and  delicious  food  at  the  lowest  cost  ever 
known  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States — and  in  addition  feed  substantial 
numbers  of  hungry  people  throughout 
the  world— has  been  one  of  our  greatest 
strengths  in  meeting  domestic  needs  and 
in  dealing  with  world  problems. 

The  failure  of  Communist  agriculture, 
a  failure  which  is  chronic  and  deep- 
seated,  has  tremendous  implications  to 
the  hundreds  of  millions  constantly 
plagued  by  hunger.  The  Communist  in¬ 
ability  to  produce  efficiently  and  abund¬ 
antly  is  due  in  large  part  to  a  lack  of 
adequate  and  well-directed  research  and 
related  agricultural  programs,  under  a 
system  which  has  tied  the  hands  of  So¬ 
viet  agricultural  scientists. 

This  must  not  be  permitted  to  happen 
in  the  United  States.  We  cannot  allow 
any  change  in  emphasis  or  direction 
which  would  weaken  or  damage  our  suc¬ 
cessful  research,  extension  services,  soil 
conservation,  and  marketing  programs 
which  have  given  this  country  its  efficient 
and  productive  agricultural  system. 
These  basic  programs  of  the  Department' 
of  Agriculture,  the  land-grant  colleges, 
and  related  institutions,  must  be  con¬ 
tinued  at  least  at  present  levels. 

WHAT  WE  FACE 

The  individual  agricultural  producer 
has  many  special  problems.  For  instance, 
if  he  is  engaged  in  dairy  production,  he 
will  learn  that,  about  the  time  he  gets 
his  equipment  paid  for,  some  local,  State, 
or  Federal  Department  of  Health — fre¬ 
quently  acting  at  the  instance  of  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  or  other  legislative 
bodies,  or  the  press,  catering  to  the  95 
percent  of  nonfarmers — has  passed 
regulations  requiring  entirely  new  equip¬ 
ment  to  meet  “newly  adopted”  standards 
for  the  handling  and  distributing  of 
milk. 

If  he  tries  to  meet  this  requirement,  he 
may  learn  that,  because  of  new  pesticide 
residue-testing  methods  which  can  meas¬ 
ure  a  part  in  a  trillion,  he  has  to  dump 
his  milk.  He  may  have  to  do  this  even 
though  there  be  absolutely  no  evidence 
that  the  minute  traces  found  by  modern 
testing  methods  endanger  anything.  Of 
course,  the  Government  promises — and 
sometimes  pays — an  indemnity. 

If,  like  most,  his  dairy  is  on  rolling 
grassland  just  outside  a  fast-growing 
city,  his  land  increases  in  value  so  rapidly 
that  in  self-defense  and  because  of 
increasing  taxes  he  must  develop  his  land 
or  sell.  He  comes  out  fine  financially, 
but  there  will  be  no  more  dairying  for 
him. 

If  he  is  a  producer  of  perishable  com¬ 
modities,  he  finds  that  his  Government 
has  set  the  rate  of  pay  for  labor,  plus 
other  requirements,  at  such  a  high  level 
that  his  competitors  go  across  the  border 
into  Mexico  where  labor  is  paid  about 
the  same  per  day  as  the  American  pro¬ 
ducer’s  Government  makes  him  pay  per 
hour. 

If  the  American  farmer  is  in  the  poul¬ 
try  business,  he  may  find  that  not  only 
must  be  meet  standards  of  health;  but, 


also,  he  must  observe  other  requirements 
of  consumer  groups  that  may  have 
nothing  to  do  with  health.  When  he  de¬ 
velops  a  foreign  market,  such  as  he  did 
in  Germany  and  many  of  the  countries 
of  Western  Europe,  he  finds  that  the 
Common  Market,  promoted  and  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  United  States,  has  set  up 
uncalled-for  requirements  so  as  to  fence 
him  out  of  this  market.  Of  course,  those 
countries  do  not  provide  a  “tariff,”  they 
just  simply  require  an  equalizing  pay¬ 
ment,  which  has  the  same  effect. 

If  our  American  producer  happens  to 
be  a  cotton  farmer,  he  finds  that  his 
Government — instead  of  carrying  out  the 
law  calling  for  U.S.  production  at  a  level 
sufficient  to  meet  domestic  demand  and 
supply  our  normal  share  of  world  mar¬ 
kets — has  set  up  regulations  under  law 
restricting  annual  production.  He  finds 
that,  while  in  effect  charging  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer  a  dollar  a  bale  for  promoting 
cotton,  we  do  not  have  U.S.  cotton  of 
desirable  quality  available  for  world 
markets. 

Our  American  producer  further  learns 
that  while  his  Government  will  pay  him 
to  leave  a  part  of  his  land  out  of  produc¬ 
tion,  the  press — instead  of  giving  him 
credit  for  having  foregone — unwisely,  if 
I  may  say  so — the  use  of  part  of  his  land 
in  order  to  earn  the  money — pictures  him 
as  somewhat  of  a  misguided,  getting 
something  for  nothing,  Government  de¬ 
pendent. 

Whatever  he  produces,  the  agricul¬ 
tural  producer  will  take  the  brunt  of  pub¬ 
lic  criticism  for  high  retail  food  prices, 
though  the  high  prices  come  from  con¬ 
sumer  demand  for  processed,  packaged, 
and  frozen  foods,  and  not  from  the  price 
he  receives. 

If  the  American  farm  producer  grows 
grain,  he  may  find  that,  just  about  the 
time  he  begins  to  get  a  fairly  decent  price 
for  his  production,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  will  sell  enough  from  its  sup¬ 
ply  to  bring  down  the  price  he  receives. 
If  he  looks  abroad,  he  finds  that  for  more 
than  15  years,  under  the  AID  or  foreign 
aid  program,  his  Government  has  been 
educating  foreign  peoples  to  produce  the 
very  commodity  that  he  himself  pro¬ 
duces.  Furthermore,  his  Government  has 
been  making  competitors  out  of  former 
customers,  and  furnishing  U.S.  techni¬ 
cians  to  do  it — 738  at  one  time,  according 
to  our  investigation  a  few  years  ago.  And 
so  it  goes. 

WHAT  IT  ADDS  TJP  TO 

When  all  this  is  said  and  done,  you  can 
easily  see  why  fewer  and  fewer  people  are 
staying  on  the  farm,  why  fewer  and  few¬ 
er  young  people  are  studying  agriculture 
in  our  colleges.  Of  course,  they  can  quit; 
but  you  and  I  cannot  afford  to  have  them 
do  so. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  it  becomes 
a  rather  easy  assignment  to  fulfill  this 
role  in  explaining  the  bill  before  us,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  very  eloquent  and  precise 
statement  made  by  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee. 
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I  think  by  now  all  realize  the  extent  to 
which  he  is  informed  in  great  detail  of 
the  problems  as  they  relate  to  agricul¬ 
ture,  the  extent  to  which  moneys  are 
provided  in  this  bill  to  deal  with  each  of 
those  problems,  and  the  extent  to  which 
he  has  attempted  to  satisfy  the  great 
needs  of  rural  America  as  well  as  the  rest 
of  the  country. 

He  and,  in  fact,  all  of  the  members  of 
the  subcommittee  have  been  most  ade¬ 
quately  assisted  by  the  committee’s  coun¬ 
sel,  Jerry  Boling.  This  is  the  first  year 
that  Jerry  has  filled  that  difficult  role; 
but,  watching  him  in  action,  one  would 
never  know  it.  I  have  been  most  im¬ 
pressed  with  his  quick  grasp  of  the  diffi¬ 
cult  material  that  the  subcommittee 
must  deal  with  and  his  ability  to  prompt¬ 
ly  supply  us  with  needed  information 
and  advice. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  di¬ 
rect  the  attention  of  every  Member  to  the 
excellent  committee  report  which  accom¬ 
panies  this  bill.  It  contains  a  wealth  of 
information  about  the  vital  role  agri¬ 
culture  has  played,  and  continues  to  play, 
in  our  Nation’s  life.  It  also  demonstrates 
the  importance  of  the  many  programs 
funded  by  this  bill  to  all  Americans  and 
points  out  the  error  of  looking  upon  this 
bill  as  important  only  to  farmers  and 
rural  America.  Surely,  anyone  who  reads 
this  committee  report  cannot  help  but  be 
impressed  with  the  importance  of  this 
bill  to  the  future  of  our  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  rather  old 
joke  that  has  been  floating  around  for 
several  years  to  the  effect  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  ought  to  pass  a  law  to  prohibit  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  from  employ¬ 
ing  more  people  than  there  are  farmers. 
Perhaps  there  is  some  humor  in  this 
for  those  who  are  not  familiar  with  the 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  or  with  the  conditions  confront¬ 
ing  our  farmers  in  rural  America.  How¬ 
ever,  for  those  of  us  who  are  familiar 
with  the  situation,  it  has  a  rather  hollow 
ring  because  this  old  joke  is  based  on 
some  false  assumptions.  I  think  that 
this  is  a  good  time  to  clarify  those  as¬ 
sumptions.  The  first  assumption  is  that 
the  Agriculture  Department  is  primarily 
engaged  in  serving  and  assisting  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  farmer.  This  is  not  true 
as  I  will  demonstrate  shortly.  The  sec¬ 
ond  assumption  is  that  the  Agriculture 
Departmnet  is  a  mushrooming  bureauc¬ 
racy  that  is  soaking  up  an  inordinate 
share  of  Federal  funds.  This  also  is  not 
true  as  I  will  explain  later.  It  is  true 
that  the  number  of  farmers  and  the 
number  of  Department  of  Agriculture 
employees  are  coming  closer  together, 
but  the  reason  for  that  is  the  economic 
conditions  which  exist  in  rural  America 
are  forcing  the  farmer  off  the  farm.  We 
are  fast  approaching  the  point  where 
only  the  largest  and  most  well  estab¬ 
lished  farmers  are  able  to  make  a  de¬ 
cent  living  on  the  farm  producing  the 
food  and  fiber  that  the  rest  of  us  are  de¬ 
pendent  upon.  From  1960  to  1968,  the 
total  farm  population  declined  by  over 
30  percent  from  15.6  million  to  10.5  mil¬ 
lion.  This  continued  hemorrhaging  of 
the  vitality  of  rural  America  must  be 
ended  for  it  has  a  damaging  effect  on  the 
lives  of  everyone.  Rural  communities 
lose  their  most  valuable  asset — their 
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young  people  who  find  they  have'  no 
future  there.  Soon  these  communities 
find  that  they  are  unable  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  services  to  their  populations,  thus 
driving  away  more  people  and  busi¬ 
nesses.  On  the  other  hand,  our  urban 
centers  are  being  inundated  by  folks 
from  rural  areas  beyond  their  capacity 
to  absorb  them.  The  results  are  over¬ 
crowding,  pollution,  inadequate  job  op¬ 
portunities,  crime,  and  all  the  other  ur¬ 
ban  ills  with  which  we  have  become  so 
familiar. 

That  this  bill  deals  with  several  areas 
of  national  concern  can  be  seen  by  even 
the  briefest  reading  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port.  Pollution,  conservation,  nutrition, 
welfare,  housing,  community  develop¬ 
ment,  and  consumer  protection,  all  fa¬ 
miliar  terms  in  today’s  headlines;  and 
all  are  dealt  with  in  the  bill  which  we  are 
now  considering.  Unfortunately,  we  do 
not  have  sufficient  time  to  consider  in 
the  detail  the  many  features  of  this  bill 
which  deal  with  items  of  current  public 
concern.  However,  I  believe  that  a  brief 
recital  of  the  highlights  of  this  aspect  of 
the  bill  will  be  sufficient  to  convince  my 
colleagues  who  do  not  have  a  particular 
interest  in  agriculture  that  this  bill 
merits  their  support.  In  fact,  as  it  has 
for  the  past  several  years,  this  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  contains  more  funds  Tor  programs 
of  concern  to  urban  citizens  than  for 
programs  of  particular  interest  to  the 
farmer. 

Recognizing  the  importance  of  pollu¬ 
tion  control,  the  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  an  appropriation  of  $56  million 
for  rural  water  and  waste  disposal 
grants.  This  figure  is  an  increase  of  $10 
milion  over  last  year’s  appropriation  and 
$32  million  over  the  budget  estimate. 
This  $56  million  will  be  sufficient  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  315  planning  grants  and  745  de¬ 
velopment  grants  to  small,  rural  com¬ 
munities  whose  resources  are  inadequate 
to  finance  these  vital  facilities.  Not  only 
will  these  small  communities  benefit  by 
an  improved  and  healthful  water  supply 
as  well  as  a  better  environment,  but  all 
of  us  will  benefit  by  the  decreased  pol¬ 
lution  of  our  streams,  rivers,  and  lakes 
that  will  result  from  the  construction  of 
these  facilities. 

Additionally  in  the  field  of  pollution 
control,  we  are  recommending  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $112.7  million  to  operate 
pesticide  research  and  regulation  pro¬ 
grams  during  fiscal  1971.  The  chart  on 
page  3  of  the  committee  report  shows  us 
the  funding  history  of  these  programs; 
as  one  can  easily  see,  there  has  been  a 
dramatic  growth  in  congressional  sup¬ 
port  for  these  activities  in  recent  years — 
we  have  doubled  their  funding  in  the 
past  8  years.  This  is  the  result  of  a  legiti¬ 
mate  concern  over  the  impact  of  these 
chemicals  and  other  agents  on  our  en¬ 
vironment.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  responded  to  this  concern  with 
considerable  vigor.  The  beefed-up  fund¬ 
ing  provided  in  this  bill  should  enable 
the  Department  to  deal  more  effectively 
and  more  intelligently  with  this  difficult 
problem. 

In  the  broader  area  of  conservation, 
of  which  pollution  control  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  part,  this  bill  also  responds  to  the 


concern  of  the  Nation.  The  committee  is 
recommending  that  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  be  restored  to  the 
same  level  as  it  is  operating  at  during 
the  curernt  fiscal  year — $195.5  million. 
This  important  conservation  program  en¬ 
ables  thousands  of  individual  farmers  to 
institute  conservation  practices  on  their 
farms  each  year.  The  benefits  that  ac¬ 
crue  to  each  of  us  from  this  program  are 
many  and  varied:  The  development  of 
needed  recreation  areas  and  wildlife 
habitats;  the  ending  of  stream  pollution 
by  siltation;  the  restoration  of  depleted 
land  to  assure  us  a  continuing,  abundant 
supply  of  food.  These  are  just  examples 
of  the  fruits  of  this  program. 

The  elimination  of  funds  for  AGP,  as 
recommended  in  the  budget,  would  ne¬ 
cessitate  the  addition  of  such  amounts  to 
the  other  conservation  and  watershed 
programs  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  if  we  are  to  maintain  our  commit¬ 
ment  to  conserving  our  natural  resources. 
This  program  provides  the  best  possible 
means  for  getting  conservation  practices 
applied  to  the  land.  Until  a  better  pro¬ 
gram  is  proposed,  and  I  am  not  sure  that 
there  is  one,  it  would  be  a  real  mistake 
to  fail  to  support  this  key  conservation 
program. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the 
principal  conservation  arm  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department,  provides  profes¬ 
sional  leadership  in  soil,  water,  and  plant 
conservation,  working  directly  with  lo¬ 
cally  managed  soil  conservation  districts 
and  local  sponsors  of  watershed  projects. 
We  have  recommended  an  increase  of 
almost  $10  million  to  fund  the  Service’s 
conservation  operations.  Additionally,  we 
have  recommended  an  increase  of  $10.4 
million  in  the  important  watershed  works 
of  improvement  program  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  70  new  construction  starts.  The 
program  assists  local  watershed  districts 
to  undertake  needed  flood  prevention  and 
soil  erosion  prevention  activities  of  a 
magnitude  beyond  the  resources  of  the 
local  district.  Finally,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  a  $3.6  million  increase  for  re¬ 
source  conservation  and  development — 
R.C.  &  D. — projects.  This  increase  will 
allow  seven  projects  which  are  ready  to 
begin  construction  to  proceed  and  will 
permit  five  new  planning  starts  in  fiscal 
1971. 

Our  obligation  to  do  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  assist  those  in  need  achieve  a 
nutritionally  adequate  diet  has  long  been 
recognized  by  this  committee  and  we 
have  acted  in  support  of  that  recogni¬ 
tion  to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  A  brief 
summary  of  the  committee’s  record  in 
this  area  is  contained  on  pages  8  to  11  of 
the  committee  report.  It  is  an  impressive 
record  and  one  that  we  are  proud  of.  As 
the  chart  on  page  11  demonstrates,  we 
have  quadrupled  the  funds  that  are  de¬ 
voted  to  human  nutrition  programs  over 
the  past  8  years;  and  just  this  year  alone, 
we  are  recommending  a  $1  billion  in¬ 
crease  in  these  programs. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  special 
milk  program  in  this  bill  and  recom¬ 
mends  an  appropriation  of  $104  million 
to  fund  it;  the  same  level  it  was  funded 
at  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has  estimated 
that  almost  3  billion  half  pints  of  milk 


were  served  to  16.6  million  children 
through  this  program  in  fiscal  year  1969. 
Additionally,  approximately  16,000 
schools  participate  in  the  special  milk 
program  that  do  not  participate  in  the 
national  school  lunch  programs.  This 
means,  of  course,  that  the  special  milk 
program  is  the  only  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
gram  that  the  children  attending  these 
16,000  schools  are  able  to  participate  in. 
Undoubtedly,  these  16,000  schools  are 
concentrated  in  poorer  urban  neighbor¬ 
hoods  and  small  rural  communities  that 
have  been  unable  to  support  a  school 
lunch  program — the  very  schools  that 
most  need  our  support.  For  these  rea¬ 
sons,  we  feel  that  it  is  particularly  impor¬ 
tant  that  the  special  milk  program  be 
continued  at  this  time. 

For  the  other  child  nutrition  programs, 
the  committee  has  recommended  in¬ 
creases  totaling  over  $105  million — $65 
million  of  this  increase  is  slotted  for  free 
and  reduced  priced  lunches  for  needy 
children. 

J  For  the  food  stamp  program,  the  full 
$1.25  billion  has  been  recommended  even 
though  the  program  has  not  been  au¬ 
thorized  beyond  December  1970,  at  a 
level  of  $170  million.  Consequently,  we 
have  had  to  insert  language  prohibiting 
the  expenditure  of  these  funds  until  they 
are  properly  authorized.  As  we  have  in 
the  past,  the  committee  has  once  again 
funded  the  food  stamp  program  to  the 
fullest  extent  possible. 

Our  commitment  to  assist  the  poor  to 
obtain  an  adequately  nutritious  diet  does 
not  end  here.  Last  year,  the  Congress, 
upon  the  recommendations  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  provided  $30  million  for  the  new 
nutrition  aide  program  which  employs 
homemaker  aide’s  to  teach  needy  people 
to  utilize  all  of  their  resources  toward 
the  achievement  of  a  more  adequate  diet. 
This  has  proven  to  be  an  effective  pro¬ 
gram,  and  we  are  recommending  a  $20 
million  increase  for  it. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  this  committee  is 
proud  of  its  record  in  support  of  nutri¬ 
tion  programs  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  This  bill  adds 
substantially  to  that  record. 

Another  problem  of  national  propor¬ 
tions  that  this  bill  deals  with  is  our  effort 
to  provide  decent  housing  for  our  citi¬ 
zens.  Although  too  few  people  realize  it, 
the  housing  crisis  in  rural  America,  which 
contains  well  over  half  of  this  country’s 
substandard  housing,  is  much  more  acute 
than  it  is  in  urban  America  This  com¬ 
mittee  has  responded  to  this  crisis  in 
rural  America. 

First,  we  are  recommending  that  the 
rural  housing  direct  loan  account  in  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  be  re¬ 
stored  to  its  1970  level  of  $30  million.  Of 
this  amount,  $27  million  will  be  allotted 
for  direct  loans  to  individuals  for  very 
low  income  housing  repair  loans  and  for 
low-  to  moderate-income  building  loans. 

FHA’s  major  loan  programs  are  fi¬ 
nanced  through  its  two  insurance 
funds — the  agricultural  credit  insurance 
fund  and  the  rural  housing  insurance 
fund.  The  budget  anticipates  loans 
totaling  $2.2  billion  will  be  made  from 
these  funds  in  fiscal  1971.  The  fiscal  1970 
budget  had  projected  that  $2.2  billion 
of  these  loans  would  be  made  during  the 
current  fiscal  year.  For  various  reasons, 
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present  estimates  place  the  total  at  $1.6 
billion.  In  order  to  assist  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  achieve  the  $2.2 
billion  goal  in  fiscal  1971,  we  are  rec¬ 
ommending  an  additional  $9.5  million 
to  enable  FHA  to  employ  an  additional 
900  persons  to  administer  these  vital  pro¬ 
grams. 

We  have  also  provided  funds  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  new  loan  programs  for  In¬ 
dian  Tribes  that  are  authorized  by  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  91-227  which  was  signed  into 
law  on  April  11  of  this  year. 

In  order  that  the  rural  electric  and 
rural  telephone  systems  continue  their 
vital  function  in  the  development  of  rural 
America,  the  committee  recommends  the 
full  budget  estimate  for  each  of  these 
loan  accounts — $322  million  and  $123.8 
million  respectively.  In  recognition  of  the 
acute  need  for  these  loans  in  rural  Amer¬ 
ica,  we  are  recommending  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  $20  million  be  placed  in  budgetary 
reserve  to  be  released  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Brid  get  to 'these  programs  as  the  need 
is  demonstrated. 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
is  responsible  for  administering  the  con¬ 
sumer  protection  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams  and  the  marketing  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Its  ac¬ 
tivities  include  meat  and  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion,  the  inspection,  classification,  and 
grading  of  other  commodities  to  assure 
the  housewife  that  grade  A  really  is  grade 
A  and  programs  to  assure  the  efficient 
and  orderly  marketing  of  agricultural 


products.  We  are  recommending  an  in¬ 
crease,  including  pay  costs,  of  almost 
$15.7  million  for  the  Service  over  the 
fiscal  1970  appropriation.  $9.2  million,  or 
60  percent  of  this  increase  will  be  devoted 
to  expanded  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
activities. 

Another  agency  whose  activities  have 
a  significant  impact  on  all  Americans  is 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  which 
has  the  primary  function  of  expanding 
the  sales  of  U.S.  agricultural  products 
abroad.  In  view  of  our  balance-of-pay- 
ments  situation  which  has  been  deter¬ 
iorating  for  the  past  several  years,  the 
efforts  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Serv¬ 
ice  to  increase  the  sales  of  our  farm 
products  for  dollars  become  increasingly 
important  to  our  economic  stability.  Last 
month,  I  had  the  opportunity  to  attend 
an  agricultural  attaches’  conference  in 
Canberra,  Australia,  which  considered 
the  potential  for  U.S.  sales  in  the  Far 
East.  In  the  near  future,  I  submit  a  de¬ 
tailed  report  on  the  agricultural  con¬ 
ditions  in  these  nations  as  they  were 
discussed  at  the  conference. 

At  this  time,  I  can  report  that  these 
Far  Eastern  countries  are  expanding 
their  markets  for  food  and  fiber.  There 
is  an  excellent  opportunity  for  us  to  ex¬ 
pand  our  exports  of  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts;  but  to  take  advantage  of  this  op¬ 
portunity,  we  will  have  to  compete 
vigorously  in  these  markets.  We  will  have 
to  expand  our  sales  efforts,  and  we  will 
have  to  be  prepared  to  deliver  high  qual- 
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ity  products  in  forms  that  are  desirable 
in  these  societies.  In  order  to  accomplish 
this,  the  committee  is  recommending  an 
additional  $250,000  for  FAS  to  be  devoted 
solely  to  the  attache  service  in  the  field 
in  these  Far  Eastern  markets. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  attempted  to, 
as  briefly  as  possible,  demonstrate  the 
importance  of  the  many  programs  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  every  American.  However, 
there  is  another  contribution  that  the 
Department  has  made  to  all  of  us  that 
has  gone  virtually  unrecognized.  With 
the  inflationary  ravages  that  have  been 
afflicting  us  in  recent  year,  that  contri¬ 
bution  becomes  more  significant  and 
hopefully  will  serve  as  a  standard  for 
other  departments  of  the  Government. 
That  contribution  is  the  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture’s  expenditures 
for  agriculture  and  rural  development 
programs  have  not  been  a  factor  in  the 
creation  of  the  inflation  which  has  in¬ 
fected  our  economy. 

In  order  to  clearly  establish  this  fact, 
I  would  like  to  include  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  two  charts.  These  charts  are 
based  on  the  figures  presented  on  pages 
66  through  68  of  “The  Budget  in  Brief 
for  Fiscal  Year  1971.”  Chart  A  contains 
the  actual  1969  and  estimated  1971  bud¬ 
get  outlays  for  each  function  and  sub¬ 
function  listed  plus  the  percentage 
change  for  each  item.  Chart  B  contains 
the  same  items  for  fiscal  1960  and  fiscal 
1970.  The  charts  follow: 


Function  and  subfunction 


Percentage 
of  change 

1969  1971  (increase  or 

actual  estimate  decrease) 


Function  and  subfunction 


Percentage 
of  change 

1969  1971  (increase  or 

actual  estimate  decrease) 


national  defense: 

Department  of  Defense-Military: 

Military  personnel  (including  retired).. 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

Procurement . . 

Research  and  development _ 

Military  construction  and  other _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . 

Subtotal,  Department  of  Defense- 

Military.. . . . . 

Atomic  energy _ _ 

Military  assistance _ 

Defense-related  activities . . . 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . 

Total  national  defense . . . 

International  affairs  and  finance: 

Economic  and  financial  assistance _ 

Food  for  peace . . . . 

Conduct  of  foreign  affairs . 

Foreign  information  and  exchange  activities. 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . 

Total  i nternational  affairs  and  finance _ 

Space  research  and  technology: 

Manned  space  flight . . . 

Space  science  and  application . . 

Space  technology. . . . 

Aircraft  technology  . . 

Supporting  space  activities _ _ _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . . 

Total  space  research  and  technology _ 

Agriculture  and  rural  development: 

Farm  income  stabilization . 

Agricultural  land  and  water  resources . 

Rural  housing  and  public  facilities _ 

Research  and  other  agricultural  services... 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . 

Total  agriculture  and  rural  development. 


23,818 

24, 104 

+1.2 

22,227 

19,650 

-11.6 

23, 988 

18, 799 

-21.6 

7,457 

7,382 

-.01 

525 

1,421 

+170.  6 

-135 

-163 

+20.7 

'T 

77, 877 

71,191 

-8.  58 

2,450 

2,411 

-1.6 

789 

600 

-23.9 

260 

-51 

-119.6 

-138 

-572  — 

+314.  0 

81, 240 

73,  583 

-9.4 

2, 420 

2,357 

-2.6 

975 

852 

-12.6 

371 

412 

+11.0 

237 

24! 

+1.6 

-217 

-273 

+25.8 

3,785 

3, 589 

-5.17 

2, 781 

1,937 

-30.3 

569 

612 

+7.5 

344 

306 

-11.0 

168 

184 

+9.5 

390 

376 

-3.6 

-6 

-15 

+150.0 

4, 247 

3, 400 

-19.9 

5, 000 

4, 467 

-20.6 

343 

317 

-7.6 

318 

-176 

-155.3 

645 

799 

+23.8 

-85 

-41 

-193.2 

... 

6,221 

5,364 

-13.7 

Natural  resources: 

Water  resources  and  power . 

Land  management _ 

Recreational  resources _ 

Mineral  resources _ _ _ 

Other  natural  resources  programs. 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts. 

Total  natural  resources... . 


2, 256 

Z,  940 

+30.3 

643 

771 

+19.9 

372 

546 

+46.7 

71 

110 

+54.9 

160 

183 

+14.3 

-1, 373 

-2, 048 

+49.1 

2, 129 

2,  503 

+17.5 

Commerce  and  transportation: 

Ground  transportation . 4,413 

Air  transportation _ _ _ _  1,  042 

Water  transportation _  864 

Area  and  regional  development _  584 

Postal  service . 920 

Advancement  and  regulation  of  business _ _  206 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . . .  —157 


Total  commerce  and  transportation . .  7, 873 


Community  development  and  housing: 

Low  and  moderate  income  housing  aids _  871 

Community  environment _  632 

Community  facilities _ 146 

Concentrated  community  development _  684 

Community  planning  and  administration -  ,  47 

Maintenance  of  the  housing  mortgage  market.  —406 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts -  —13 


Total,  community  development  and 
housing . . .  1,961 


4,881  +10.6 

1, 668  +60.  0 
938  +8. 5 

710  +21.5 

382  -58. 4 

425  +106.3 

-217  -38.2 


8,785  +11.5 


1,499 

1,173 

237 

1,242 

95 

-464 

0) 


+72.1 
+85.6 
+62.3 
+81..  5 
+102.1 
+14.2 


3, 781  +92. 8 


Education  and  manpower: 

Elementary  and  secondary  education . . 

Higher  education. . . 

Science  education  and  basic  research _ 

Vocational  education _ 

Other  education  aids _ _ _ 

Manpower  training _ 

Other  manpower  aids. . . 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts... . 


Total,  education  and  manpower. 


2,480 

2,710 

+9.2 

1,230 

1,449 

+17.8 

490 

490 

0 

262 

329 

+25.5 

373 

411 

+10.1 

1,193 

1,720 

+44.1 

810 

1,034 

+27.6 

-13 

-14 

+7.7 

6,825  8,129  +19.1 
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Function  and  subfunction 


1969 

actual 


1971 

estimate 


Percentage 
of  change 
(increase  or 
decrease) 


Health: 

Providing  or  financing  medical  services _ 

Development  of  health  resources _ 

Prevention  and  control  of  health  problems- 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  health _ 

Income  security: 

Retirement  and  social  insurance _ 

Public  assistance _ _ - 

Social  and  individual  services _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  income  security _ 

Veterans  benefits  and  services: 

Income  security . . 

Hospital  and  medical  care . . 

Education,  training  and  rehabilitation . 

Housing-. . . . 

Other  veterans  benefits  and  services _ 


9,315 

12, 106 

+29.9 

1,918 

2, 235 

+16.5 

465 

618 

+32.9 

-2 

-1 

-50.0 

11,696 

14,957 

+27.8 

32,  240 

41,895 

+29.9 

4,  272 

7,035 

+64.6 

888 

1,454 

+63.7 

-1 

-1 

0 

37,  399 

50,  384 

+34.7 

5,  528 

6,018 

+8.8 

1,  566 

1,796 

+  14.6 

701 

1,206 

+72.0 

102 

-315 

-408.8 

237 

269 

+13.5 

Function  and  subfunction 


Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  veterans  benefits  and  services _ 

General  Government: 

Central  fiscal  operations _ _ 

Law  enforcement  and  justice _ 

General  property  and  records  management. 

Legislative  and  judicial  functions _ _ 

National  Capital  region  _ 

Central  personnel  management _ 

Executive  direction  and  other  general  gov 

ernment  _ _ _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts. . . 

Total  general  Government _ 

Interest . . _ . 

Allowances _ _ _ 

Undistributed  intragovernmentai  transac 
tions . . . . . 

Total  outlays.. . . 


1969 

actual 

1971 

estimate 

Percentage 
of  change 
(increase  or 
decrease) 

-493 

-498 

+1.0 

7, 640 

8, 475 

+10.9 

1,  094 

1,345 

+22.9 

534 

1,027 

+92.3 

567 

632 

+11.4 

302 

377 

+24.8 

162 

414 

+155.5 

146 

184 

+26.0 

299 

360 

+20.4 

-238 

-255 

+7.1 

2,866 

4,  084 

+42.5 

15,791 

17,799 
2,575  . 

+12.7 

-5,117 

-6,639 

+29.7 

184, 556 

200, 771 

+8.7 

Less  than  $500,000. 
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Outlays  (millions) 


Function  and  subfunction 


1960 


(estimate) 


Percentage  in-, 
crease  (+)  or 
1970  decrease  (— ) 


National  defense: 

Department  of-Defense— Military: 

Military  personnel  (including  retired 

personnel) _ _ 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

Procurement _ 

Research  and  development _ 

Military  construction  and  other _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Subtotal,  Department  of  Defense — 

Military  1 _ 

Atomic  energy  1 _ 

Military  assistance  1 _ 

Defense-related  activities _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts  2 _ 

Total  national  defense _ 

International  affairs  and  finance: 

Economic  and  financial  assistance _ 

Food  for  Peace _ 

Conduct  of  foreign  affairs _ 

Foreign  information  and  exchange  activities. 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  international  affairs  and  finance _ 

Space  research  and  technology: 

Manned  space  flight . . . . . 

Space  science  and  application _ _ 

Space  technology _ _ _ 

Aircraft  technology _ 

Supporting  space  activities _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  space  research  and  technology _ 

Agriculture  and  rural  development: 

Farm  income  stabilization . . . 

Agricultural  land  and  water  resources . . 

Rural  housing  and  public  facilities _ 

Research  and  other  agricultural  services _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . . 

Total  agricultural  and  rural  development.  _ 

Natural  resources:  ' 

Water  resources  and  power _ 

Land  management _ _ _ 

Recreational  resources _ 

Mineral  resources _ 

Other  natural  resources  programs . . 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  natural  resources _ 

Commerce  and  transportation: 

Ground  transportation _ 

Air  transportation . . . 

Water  transportation. . ..1 . 

Area  and  regional  development . . 

Postal  service..: _ _ _ 

Advancement  and  regulation  of  business. 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . 

Total  commerce  and  transportation.... 


$11,738 

$25, 158 

+114.3 

10, 223 

21,500 

+110.3 

13, 334 

21,550 

+61.6 

4,710 

7,300 

+55.2 

1,750 

1,139 

+34.9 

-275 

-140 

41,479 

76,  505 

+84.4 

2,623 

2, 461 

-6.2 

1,631 

495 

-69.7 

244 

119 

-51.2 

-69 

-150  .  .. 

45, 908 

79, 432 

+73.0 

1,391 

2,746 

+97.4 

1,458 

971 

-33.4 

214 

396 

+85.0 

137 

237 

+73.0 

-146 

-237  _ 

3, 054 

4,113 

+34.7 

113 

2, 355 

+1,984.1 

133 

634 

+376.  7 

52 

337 

+548.  1 

72 

180 

+150.  0 

30 

387 

+1, 190.0 

O) 

-6  . 

401 

3,886 

+869. 1 

2,383 

4,  485 

+88.2 

324 

344 

+6.2 

333 

830 

+149.2 

312 

726 

+132.7 

-29 

-43  ... 

3,322 


6, 343 


+90.9 


1,241 

2, 325 

+87.3 

305 

746 

+  144.6 

125 

447 

+257.  6 

30 

116 

+286.7 

66 

178 

+169.7 

-748 

-1,  325  ... 

1,019 

2,485 

+143.9 

2,984 

4,810 

+61.2 

568 

1,290 

+127. 1 

509 

919 

+80.6 

120 

717 

+497.  5 

525 

1,247 

+137.5 

193 

597 

+209. 3 

-125 

-144  ... 

4,774 

9, 436 

.  +97.7 

Outlays  (millions) 


Percentage  in- 


Function  and  subfunction 


Community  development  and  housing: 

Low-  and  moderate-income  housing  aids _ 

Community  environment _ _ 

Community  facilities _ _ 

Concentrated  community  development _ 

Community  planning  and  administration _ 

Maintenance  of  the  housing  mortgage  market. 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ _ _ 

Total  community  developmentand  housing. 

Education  and  manpower: 

Elementary  and  secondary  education _ 

Higher  education _ 

Science  education  and  basic  research _ 

Vocational  education _ 

Other  education  aids _ 

Manpower  training _ 

Other  manpower  aids _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total,  education  and  manpower _  . 

Health: 

Providing  or  Financing  medical  services _ 

Development  of  health  resources _ 

Prevention  and  control  of  health  problems.. 
Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total,  health _ 

Income  security: 

Retirement  and  social  insurance... . . 

Public  assistance . . . . . - 

Social  and  individual  services.. . . 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts. . . 

Total  income  seucrity . 

Veterans  benefits  and  services: 

Income  security . . . . 

Hospital  and  medical  care _ 

Education,  training,  and  rehabilitiation _ 

Housing _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Other  veterans  benefits  and  services _ 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts . . 

Total  veterans  benefits  and  services _ 

General  Government: 

Central  fiscal  operations . . . 

Law  enforcement  and  justice . . . 

General  property  and  records  management.. 

Legislative  and  judicial  functions _ 

National  Capital  region.. . 

Central  personnel  management . . . 

Executive  direction  and  other  general  Govern¬ 
ment . . . 

Deductions  for  offsetting  receipts _ 

Total  general  Government _ _ 

Interest . . . . . . 

Allowances. . . . . . . 

Undistributed  intragovernmentai  transactions... 

Total . . . . . 

Total  outlays . . . . 

Total. . . . 


1960 

1970 

(estimate) 

decrease  (— ) 

$145 

$1,153 

+695.  2 

105 

1,122 

+968. 6 

18 

200 

+1,011.1 

960  . 

-72 

82  . 

787 

-469  . 

- 1-1-1- 

-11 

(?)  - 

— . - 

971 

3,046 

+213.7 

397 

2,668 

+572.  0 

272 

1,395 

+412.9 

120 

490 

+308.  3 

39 

266 

+582. 1 

58 

434 

+648.  3 

4 

1,368 

+34, 100.  0 

399 

929 

+132.9 

-11 

Q)  - 

1,286 

7, 538 

+486. 2 

146 

10, 582 

+7,147.9 

554 

2,142 

+286. 6 

58 

542 

+834.5 

-2 

-1 

756 

13,265 

+1.654.6 

15,  597 
2,293 
88 
-1 


37,  106 
5,  381 
1,347 
-1 


+  137.9 
+  134  7 
+  1,430.7 


17,977 

43, 832 

+  143.8 

4,  054 

5,950 

+46.8 

963 

1,787 

+85.6 

531 

1,000 

+88.3 

206 

162 

-21.4 

,187 

266  - 

+42.2 

-514 

-484  ... 

5,426 


8, 681 


+60.0 


573 

1,257 

+119.4 

263 

772 

+193.5 

351 

631 

+79.8 

158 

364 

+130.4 

30 

256 

+753.  3 

82 

166 

+102.  4 

108 

426 

+294.  4 

-238 

-253  ... 

1,327 

3, 620 

+172.8 

8,299 

17,  821 

+114.7 

475  ... 

-2, 297 

-6,088  ... 

92, 223 

197,885 

+114.6 

83, 929 

176,152  ... 

176,152 


21,733 


1  Entries  net  of  offsetting  receipts. 

2  Excludes  offsetting  receipts  which  have  been  distributed  by  subfunction  above. 
2  Less  than  $500,000. 


Source:  U.S.  Executive  Office  of  the  President.  The  budget  in  brief,  fiscal  year  1971,  pp.  66-68. 
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Taking  chart  A  first,  we  see  that  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditures  for  agriculture  and 
rural  development  programs  will  actual¬ 
ly  decline  by  13.7  percent  from  fiscal 
1969  to  fiscal  1971.  Only  space  research 
and  technology  will  experience  a  larger 
decline,  and  only  national  defense  and 
international  affairs  and  finances  will  ex¬ 
perience  declines.  All  other  areas  will  ex¬ 
perience  increases  ranging  up  to  92.8 
percent  for  community  development  and 
housing.  The  total  budget  will  grow  from 
$184.6  billion  to  $200.8  billion,  an  increase 
of  8.7  percent.  However,  had  the  rest  of 
the  Federal  Government  followed  the 
pattern  of  agriculture  and  rural  develop¬ 
ment  programs,  total  outlays  in  fiscal 
1971  would  be  under  $160  billion — $40 
billion  less  than  they  are  expected  to 
be. 

If  we  consider  expenditures  over  the 
past  decade,  chart  B  shows  that  outlays 
for  agriculture  and  rural  development 
programs  grew  by  91  percent  from  1960 
to  1970.  The  only  categories  which  in¬ 
creased  by  a  smaller  percentage  were  na¬ 
tional  defense,  international  affairs  and 
finance,  and  veterans’  benefits  and  serv¬ 
ices.  Other  programs  experienced  sub¬ 
stantial  increases:  Natural  resources  up 
144  percent:  community  development 
and  housing  up  214  percent;  education 
and  manpower  up  486  percent;  space  re¬ 
search  and  technology  up  869  percent; 
and  health  up  a  staggering  1655  percent. 
Total  Federal  outlays  over  the  decade  in¬ 
creased  from  $92.2  billion  to  $197.9  bil¬ 
lion,  an  increase  of  114.6  percent.  Had 
the  growth  in  the  total  Federal  budget 
been  restricted  to  the  growth  in  agricul¬ 
ture  expenditures,  the  fiscal  1970  budget 
would  have  been  $176.2  billion — $21.7  bil¬ 
lion  below  the  level  it  is  now  expected 
to  be. 

The  point  I  am  attempting  to  make  is 
with  those  critics  of  agriculture  who  con¬ 
tend  that  the  Federal  Government’s  ex¬ 
penditures  for  agriculture  and  rural  de¬ 
velopment  are  excessive  and  therefore 
must  bear  a  substantial  share  of  the 
blame  for  the  inflation  we  are  now  ex¬ 
periencing.  Rather,  I  think  it  is  clear  that 
had  the  rest  of  the  Government’s  expen¬ 
ditures  followed  the  pattern  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  agriculture  and  rural  develop¬ 
ment,  we  would  not  be  experiencing  the 
inflation  that  has  been  upon  us  for  the 
past  few  years. 

Not  only  would  we  have  been  free  of 
inflation,  but  just  think  how  different 
our  budget  situation  would  be.  Instead 
of  experiencing  deficits,  we  would  have 
surpluses.  Legislation  to  raise  the  limit  of 
the  national  debt,  such  as  we  passed  last 
week,  would  have  been  unnecessary.  In 
fact,  the  debt  could  have  been  reduced. 
We  would  have  been  able  to  reduce  taxes 
without  raising  economic  havoc. 

Gentlemen,  the  record  of  our  expen¬ 
ditures  for  agriculture  and  rural  devel¬ 
opment  programs  is  outstanding  for  its 
modesty.  When  we  seek  to  fix  the  blame 
for  inflation,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
look  elsewhere;  it  obviously  does  not  rest 
here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  a  housewife  these 
days  has  been  chagrined  to  look  at  her 
grocery  bill  and  see  a  total  that  seems 
inordinately  high.  I  imagine  it  is  only 
■natural  for  her  to  blame  the  fanner  for 


the  increases  that  she  sees.  However,  if 
one  takes  the  time  to  look  at  the  rec¬ 
ord,  it  is  clear  that  this  is  not  the  case. 
In  the  first  place,  the  food  and  fiber  we 
consume  has  never  been  cheaper  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  our  cost  of  living.  The  average 
family  spends  only  16.5  percent  of  its  in¬ 
come  for  food  in  the  United  States. 
Never  has  it  been  so  low,  and  it  is  far 
ahead  of  what  any  other  nation  jias 
achieved. 

Furthermore,  whatever  increases  have 
occurred  in  food  costs  have  not  been  the 
result  of  increased  prices  received  by  the 
fanner.  This  becomes  evident  when  one 
compares  the  parity  ratios  for  1960  and 
1970.  In  1960,  it  stood  at  80;  but  by  May, 
1970,  it  had  declined  to  73.  Two  glaring 
examples  of  this  are  wheat,  which  de¬ 
clined  from  $2.03  per  bushel  in  1960  to 
$1.42  in  1970,  and  oats,  which  dropped 
from  $.78  per  bushel  to  $.64.  While  other 
commodity  prices  may  have  increased, 
very  few  have  done  so  at  a  rate  com¬ 
parable  to  the  rise  in  the  housewife’s 
food  costs.  Clearly,  she  has  no  justified 
grievance  with  the  American  fanner. 

Inadequate  prices  for  the  food  and 
fiber  he  produces  has  actually  brought 
the  American  fanner  close  to  the  point 
of  economic  collapse.  If  he  does  not  re¬ 
ceive  an  equitable  price  for  his  product, 
he  cannot  long  continue  to  produce  the 
world’s  most  abundant  supply  of  in¬ 
expensive  and  high  quality  food  and 
fiber. 

Last  year,  discussing  the  fiscal  1970 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  I  said : 

Agriculture  is  the  base  on  which  our  so¬ 
ciety  has  been  able  to  build  the  magnificent, 
complex  economic  structure  we  have  today. 
Our  industry  and  commerce  that  are  able  to 
supply  us  with  a  fantastic  array  of  con¬ 
sumer  and  industrial  goods  would  not  be 
possible  without  the  American  agricultural 
system.  Agriculture  is  truly  the  Atlas  on 
which  our  rich  and  diverse  economy  rests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  none  of  us  can  afford 
to  allow  this  Atlas  to  collapse.  The  im¬ 
portance  of  the  programs  and  activities 
funded  by  this  bill  to  every  American  has 
not  diminished  over  the  years;  in  fact, 
they  become  more  important  each  year. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  committee’s 
judgment  in  reporting  this  bill  to  you  is 
well  founded,  and  I  heartily  recommend 
it  as  it  now  stands  for  your  approval. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  should  be  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague  jfrom  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  The  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  Minnesota  have  made  splen¬ 
did  statements.  Those  who  are  not  in¬ 
terested  in  agriculture  particularly,  but 
who  demonstrate  such  a  great  inter¬ 
est  in  environmental  quality  and  pollu¬ 
tion  control,  should  realize  that  silta- 
tion  is  still  the  greatest  polluter  of  wa¬ 
ter  in  America.  We  are  talking  about 
spending  $1.25  billion  on  secondary 
treatment.  We  can  give  primary,  second¬ 
ary  and  tertiary  treatment  to  municipal 
waste  and  then  clorinate  the  water  af¬ 
ter  that  and  the  chemicals,  the  nitrogen 
and  the  phosphate,  which  have  naturally 
leached  from  the  land  to  pollute  the  wa¬ 
ter,  are  still  in  that  water.  There  is  only 
one  way  to  take  care  of  the  problem  of 
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water  pollution  we  have,  and  that  is 
through  the  soil  conservation  program, 
which  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
has  so  ably  supported. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  very  cogent  remarks.  Certainly 
they  are  pertinent. 

Let  me  refer  to  one  other  item  in  that 
connection  that  bears  great  significance. 
We  have  restored  funds  for  the  ACP. 
As  the  gentleman  has  just  stated,  one  of 
the  real  sources  of  pollution  is  that  of 
siltation  from  the  streams.  Of  all  the 
programs  that  have  long  since  started, 
the  various  projects  of  the  ACP  have 
proved  particularly  successful  in  reduc¬ 
ing  the  problem  of  siltation.  Conse¬ 
quently,  the  committee  has  seen  fit  to 
restore  those  funds  at  this  time. 

The  committee  has  had  the  same  re¬ 
gard  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
and  the  great  amount  of  commendable 
work  that  that  agency  has  done  in  im¬ 
proving  the  productivity  of  land  and 
guarding  against  the  extent  to  which  we 
might  be  eroding  the  land  and  contrib¬ 
uting  to  pollution  and  the  many  other 
problems  of  productivity  that  go  along 
with  it. 

Mr.  ZWACH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota,  my  colleague. 

Mr.  ZWACH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  read  this  report  and  I  commend 
the  gentleman  in  the  well,  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  as  well 
as  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
and  the  committee  members  for  the 
really  significant  report  they  have  made. 
We  often  listen  in  vain  in  these  Halls 
for  the  really  basic  discussion  of  our 
fundamental  industry  of  agriculture.  In 
this  report  that  is  brought  out. 

Furthermore,  in  the  fields  of  conser¬ 
vation  and  nutrition,  and  many  other 
of  the  avenues,  the  committee  has  done 
a  real  service  in  bringing  to  the  House 
the  basic  principles  of  agriculture  and 
its  importance  to  the  people  of  our 
country. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  for  those  eloquent  and  appro¬ 
priate  remarks.  I  know  about  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  diligent  service  on  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee.  He  understands  the 
problems  of  rural  America  and  it  is  a 
compliment  indeed  when  he  recognizes 
the  extent  to  which  the  bill  before  us 
contributes  to  rural  America. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi,  my  chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

At  this  time  I  just  want  to  say  this  is 
a  subcommittee.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
group  that  works  more  closely  together, 
and  I  know  of  nobody  who  makes  a 
greater  contribution  than  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Langen).  In  the 
stress  of  time  I  do  not  always  take  time 
to  say  those  things,  but  the  same  thing 
applies  to  all  the  Members  on  both  sides 
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of  the  aisle.  It  is  a  subcommittee  that 
works  together. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  his  very  kind  remarks.  I  believe  this 
bill  benefits  every  citizen  of  this  country 
and  ought  to  have  the  unanimous  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  House.  I  recommend  it  to 
you  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr. 
Mahon)  . 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  today  we 
are  considering  a  bill  that  affects  every¬ 
body.  Some  of  the  legislation  which  we 
consider  does  not  directly  affect  every¬ 
body  in  the  United  States  and  indirectly 
all  of  the  people  in  the  world,  but  this 
bill  does — because  everyone  must  eat  to 
survive.  So  this  bill  is  directly  related  to 
every  citizen  in  this  country. 

The  marvel  of  this  century  has  been 
what  agriculture  has  been  able  to  do  to 
provide  food  and  fiber  for  the  people  at 
an  extremely  low  cost.  Of  course,  process¬ 
ing  and  transportation  and  other  items 
may  often  run  up  the  cost  to  the  con¬ 
sumer,  but  the  price  paid  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer  is  very,  very  small  indeed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  report  on  this  bill 
is,  in  my  judgment,  the  best  report  that 
has  ever  been  written  on  the  subject  of 
agricultural  appropriations.  On  yester¬ 
day  I  commended  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  Mr.  Whitten,  the  ranking 
minority  member,  Mr.  Langen,  and  other 
members  of  the  subcommittee  for  con¬ 
ducting  their  hearings  in  such  a  manner 
and  for  preparing  a  report  of  such  dra¬ 
matic  and  striking  quality  on  such  high¬ 
ly  significant  matters. 

I  cannot  believe  that  the  Members  of 
the  House  would  want  to  try  to  write  a 
new  farm  bill  in  this  appropriation  bill. 
As  all  of  us  know,  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  is  working  on  a  regular  farm 
bill.  There  is  where  the  original  version 
of  the  farm  program  for  next  year  must 
be  written. 

We  all  know  that  the  present  farm 
program  expires  on  December  31  of  this 
year.  I  cannot  believe  that  a  majority  of 
the  Members  of  the  House — regardless 
of  their  views  as  to  what  kind  of  new 
farm  program  we  should  have — will  try 
to  usurp  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  write  a  new  farm 
program  into  this  pending  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  It  would  be  an  act  of  futility 
and  it  would  really  be  an  outrage  against 
one  of  the  great  legislative  committees 
of  the  House. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  (Mr.  Michel)  . 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  pay  my  compliments  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  and  ranking  mem¬ 
ber  of  our  subcommittee  for  doing  an 
outstanding  job,  particularly  in  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  this  report.  I  wish  that  all  of 
you  would  take  the  time  to  read  it  thor¬ 
oughly,  because  it  gives  you  in  capsule 


form  the  problem  that  confronts  this 
country  out  on  the  farms  and  gives  you 
a  much  better  understanding,  particu¬ 
larly  if  you  are  from  a  city  or  urban 
district,  of  the  problems  that  have  to  be 
dealt  with  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  both  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  member  of  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  have  in  their  presentations  made  the 
point  as  to  how  much  of  this  bill,  while 
charged  to  agriculture,  is  actually  going 
for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the  people.  And, 
serving  as  I  do  as  the  ranking  member 
on  the  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations — a  bill  which  will  be  com¬ 
ing  on  this  floor  within  another  month — 
having  to  do  with  a  myriad  of  problems, 
I  am  reminded  anew  of  what  is  included 
in  this  bill  directly  benefitting  those  peo¬ 
ple  that  we  commonly  would  think  of  as 
being  taken  care  of  in  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  biggest  item  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  is  to  restore  the  capital 
impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  but  the  next  largest  item 
is  $1.25  billion  for  food  stamps.  I  sus¬ 
pect  that  next  year  the  request  will  be 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $2 
billion.  This  is  going  to  be  a  multibillion- 
dollar  program  in  a  few  years,  and  with 
our  providing  free  stamps  for  the  most 
needy,  I  thought  we  ought  to  compute 
this  cost  into  the  welfare  floor  when  we 
consider  the  welfare  reform  legislation. 
Furthermore  this  food  stamp  program 
now  is  practically  blanketing  the  coun¬ 
try,  or  will  do  so  within  a  few  months. 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  take  the 
school  lunch  program  we  add  another 
$200  million,  and  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  amount  of  $104  million. 
There  you  have  $1,554  million  that  cer¬ 
tainly  could  with  no  stretch  of  the  im¬ 
agination  be  charged  up  against  agricul¬ 
ture,  but  has  to  be  regarded  as  a  program 
for  all  the  people  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try,  and  practically  all  for  the  poor  and 
needy. 

Then,  if  you  take  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  that  in  the  old  days  used  to  simply 
provide  from  our  State  universities’  serv¬ 
ices  out  into  the  rural  communities,  we 
see  these  services  now  extended  into  the 
urban  centers  and  ghetto  areas  of  the 
country.  The  Extension  Service  in  1963 
was  in  this  bill  for  $4.5  million.  This  year 
it  is  $10.3  million.  Why?  To  get  these 
services  delivered  to  the  urban  centers 
and  ghetto  areas. 

Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  child  nu¬ 
trition  programs  which  are  over  and 
above  the  school  lunch  and  school  milk 
programs  are  funded  at  $131.7  million  in 
this  bill. 

The  consumer  protection  marketing 
and  regulatory  activities  now  total  $149.2 
million,  up  $15.6  million  from  last  year, 
and  these  again  are  of  principal  benefit 
to  the  consumer  public. 

We  have  $83  million  in  here  for  real 
estate  loans  through  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  an  increase  of  $37.5  mil¬ 
lion  from  last  year’s  bill — and  this  is 
certainly  not  going  for  building  luxury 
homes  on  the  ranches  of  the  bigger 
spreads  around  the  country,  but  it  is 
going  for  the  smaller,  low-income  farm¬ 
ers  around  the  country. 


Take  the  research  service  as  another 
item,  while  we  are  trying  and  attempt¬ 
ing  to  produce  more  with  higher  qual¬ 
ity — I  would  like  to  say  that  we  are  also 
accomplishing  it  at  less  cost,  but  such 
is  not  the  case,  for  our  farmers  through¬ 
out  the  country  are  caught  in  a  cost- 
price  squeeze.  The  high  cost  of  seed,  the 
increasing  cost  of  fertilizers,  the  sky¬ 
rocketing  cost  of  machinery — produced 
in  the  urban  centers  in  the  main — in¬ 
creased  cost  of  fuel,  labor,  and  market¬ 
ing,  and  yet  with  all  those  increases  the 
farmer  seems  to  be  getting  just  about 
the  same  as  he  did  10,  20,  or  even  in 
some  cases  30  years  ago.  But  the  cost  to 
the  consumer  continues  to  shrink  in 
terms  of  percentage  of  income  one  has 
to  pay  for  food.  I  think  now  the  latest 
figures  show  that  a  little  more  than  16 
percent  of  the  average  American  family's 
income,  goes  for  food.  Over  in  Japan  I 
think  it  is  something  like  one-third,  and 
in  the  Soviet  Union  it  is  nearly  half  of 
one’s  income  that  has  to  go  for  food. 

These  are  some  of  the  things  we  ought 
to  be  talking  about. 

I  suppose  the  real  cost  of  our  farm 
programs  could  best  be  reflected  in  the 
amount  needed  to  restore  the  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corp¬ 
oration.  That  is  the  $14.5  billion  corpora¬ 
tion  which  now  requires  a  restoration  of 
$3.3  billion  to  bring  its  books  in  bal¬ 
ance.  That  was  the  budget  presentation. 
We  actually,  in  this  bill,  have  $3,113,000,- 
000  for  that  purpose.  I  suspect  this  could 
be  termed  a  phoney  or  a  paper  cut  in  our 
bill,  but  from  past  experience  we  know 
the  other  body  is  inclined  to  fully  restore 
that  capital  impairment.  I  suspect  when 
this  bill  comes  back  from  conference  it 
might  very  well  be  fully  restored.  But 
that  gives  you,  I  think,  in  capsule  form 
the  cost  of  these  agricultural  programs 
over  the  past  year.  And  if  we  get  to  the 
point  of  fully  restoring  the  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  CCC  and  enact  a  new 
farm  bill  I  think  it  will  be  much  easier  to 
determine  the  actual  cost  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  next  few  years  when  we 
have  once  and  for  all  finally  balanced  up 
the  books  of  the  CCC.  I  recall  just  2  years 
ago,  when  we  were  funding  in  this  bill  the 
capital  impairment  item,  it  dated  back 
to  the  years  1960  and  1961.  When  you 
are  over  6,  7,  8,  or  9  years  behind  in  re¬ 
storing  that  capital  impairment,  it  is 
nigh  impossible  to  try  and  figure  out 
what  each  specific  agricultural  program 
is  costing  you.  Now,  I  wonder  how  many 
people  actually  realize  that  we  have  ap¬ 
proximately  3  million  farmers  in  this 
country  today,  but  85  percent  of  the  total 
agricultural  output  in  this  country  is 
produced  by  only  12  to  13  percent  or 
less  of  our  farmers.  Think  of  it. 

I  am  reminded  of  the  very  interesting 
conversation  I  had  with  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Langen),  after  his 
return  from  Australia  recently,  in  which 
he  recited  the  incident  where  two  cot¬ 
ton  farmers  from  this  country  are  now 
producing  practically  all  of  the  domestic 
requirements  for  the  entire  country  of 
Australia. 

Two  American  cotton  farmers  who 
found  out  how  best  to  produce  cotton 
efficiently  and  moving  to  a  foreign  coun¬ 
try  and  producing  within  a  year  or  two 
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all  of  that  country’s  domestic  require¬ 
ment. 

You  know  what  that  does  to  our  export 
market? 

Getting  to  the  subject  of  limitation  on 
payments,  I  understand  that  an  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  offered  which  will  have  to 
do  with  individual  farmers  rather  than 
limitations  on  individual  and  specific 
crops.  I  think  this  in  the  first  instance 
makes  it  completely  unworkable  and  un¬ 
manageable. 

I  have  fought  limitations  being  im¬ 
posed  on  the  appropriation  bills  although 
I  have  been  in  sympathy  with  it  when 
we  have  had  the  subject  discussed  on 
authorizing  pieces  of  legislation.  But  go¬ 
ing  back  again  if  you  please  to  that  few 
number  of  farmers  who  in  the  main  pro¬ 
duce  the  bulk  of  our  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  here,  if  we  are  going  to  have  a 
control  program,  you  cannot  conceivably 
make  it  work  unless  you  include  the  big 
operators  with  the  small  operators. 
Otherwise,  you  might  as  well  toss  any 
kind  of  control  program  out  the  window 
and  let  everybody  produce  everything 
that  they  want  to.  We  know  what  kind 
of  problem  that  got  us  into  in  some  years 
past. 

I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that 
our  friends  in  the  news  media,  no  matter 
how  much  we  explain  this  thing — and  we 
can  take  a  half  hour  or  an  hour,  to  make 
the  point — are  still  going  to  be  telling 
the  general  public  that  these  are  out¬ 
landish  payments;  therefore,  the  whole 
program  ought  to  be  scotched. 

I  should  like  to  make  the  point  that 
we  have  gone  back  and  forth  on  this 
thing  two  or  three  times.  I  have  sup¬ 
ported  it  in  some  measure  on  authoriz¬ 
ing  legislation  and  absolutely  opposed 
it  on  appropriation  bills. 

The  chairman  said  that  the  present 
act  expires  on  December  31,  1970.  I  want 
to  see  a  new  farm  bill  enacted  and  this 
is  going  to  be  the  last  time  I  personally 
am  going  to  oppose  this  limitation  on  an 
appropriation  bill. 

We  have  gone  through  this  exercise 
about  three  different  times.  If  we  do  not 
get  something  reasonable  worked  out  as 
I  think  can  be  done  on  authorizing  leg¬ 
islation,  and  we  end  up  scuttling  any 
attempt  to  get  a  new  bill  or  end  up 
simply  reenacting  the  current  program, 
next  year  I  will  have  to  take  a  different 
posture  because  I  think  I  have  been  rea¬ 
sonable  enough  in  providing  the  time  to 
work  this  thing  out. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  would  not  want  to 
leave  the  wrong  impression  about  the 
amendment  I  intend  to  offer. 

The  amendment  is  so  constructed  as 
to  make  it  clearly  apply  per  person  and 
per  commodity  and  not  per  farm. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  correcting  me  on  that  particular 
point.  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to 
read  the  gentleman’s  amendment  very 
thoroughly. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
make  several  other  points  with  respect  to 
the  rural  electrification  program,  the  re¬ 
search  program  at  the  Peoria  Regional 
Laboratory  and  other  research  and  sta¬ 
tistical  items. 

The  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  1971 — H.R.  17923 — as  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  loan  authorization  of  $322,- 
000,000  for  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  and  $123,800,000  for  the  rural  tele¬ 
phone  program.  These  are  the  same 
amounts  as  President  Nixon  requested 
in  his  budget  for  1971.  In  addition,  the 
bill  would  create  a  contingency  reserve 
of  $20,000,000,  “to  be  made  available  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that 
such  amount  is  required  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  under  the  then-existing 
conditions  for  expeditious  and  orderly 
development  of  the  rural  electrification 
and  rural  telephone  programs.” 

This  reserve  was  made  available  to 
provide  REA  with  some  flexibility  of  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  where  deemed  necessary 
by  the  Budget  Bureau.  It  was  not  re¬ 
quested  in  the  1971  budget. 

As  the  committee  points  out  in  its  re¬ 
port  this  loan  authorization  will  enable 
the  Administrator  to  make  new  electric 
loans  totalling  $345,000,000  in  1971.  The 
Administrator  told  the  subcommittee  in 
its  hearings  that  careful  use  of  the 
budget  request  would  permit  the  REA  to 
meet  the  essential  needs  of  the  borrowers 
on  an  orderly  basis  in  1971.  It  would  ap¬ 
pear  that  the  $20  million  contingency 
will  assure  that  any  unforeseen  emer¬ 
gency  can  be  cared  for. 

The  hearings  also  revealed  that  re¬ 
quests  for  distribution  facilities  would 
represent  the  largest  amount  of  unfilled 
loan  applications  that  the  REA  will  have 
pending  before  it  at  the  beginning  of 
1971,  In  the  subcommittee  hearings  the 
REA  Administrator  updated  the  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1969,  estimate  of  pending  loan 
applications  so  as  to  reflect  the  situation 
likely  to  exist  on  June  30,  1971.  About 
$630,425,000  of  loan  applications  in  the 
electrification  program  would  be  on  hand 
as  of  this  date — possibly  $100  million  of 
these  would  be  acted  on  by  June  30,  1970, 
according  to  the  testimony.  Of  this  $630 
million  total  estimate  presented  by  the 
Administrator,  $288,424,000  are  loans  for 
distribution  facilities,  while  $168,824,000 
are  estimated  for  generation  and  $173,- 
177,000  for  transmission  purposes.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  loan  authorization  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill  should  adequately  meet 
all  of  the  pending  loan  applications  for 
distribution  facilities  with  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  meet  any  critical  generation  or 
transmission  requests. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  report 
reiterated  again  this  year; 

It  is  essential  that  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans  be  held  to  a  minimum  until 
the  urgent  needs  for  distribution  are  first 
met. 

It  points  out  appropriately  that  distri¬ 
bution  borrowers  can  be  supplied  with 
wholesale  power  from  available  sources 
in  the  area  but  that  other  suppliers  can¬ 
not,  under  State  law  and  territorial 


agreements,  serve  individual  customers 
or  distribution  borrowers.  One  of  the 
major  reasons  priority  to  distribution 
loans  has  been  recommended  by  this 
committee  is  that  individual  customers 
of  a  borrower  have  no  alternative  means 
of  receiving  service,  whereas  distribution 
systems  usually  have  several  alternative 
sources  of  power. 

The  committee  likewise  suggests  that 
the  Administrator  “give  special  consid¬ 
eration”  to  borrowers  “with  the  lowest 
load  density  of  customers  and  major 
problems.”  The  committee  for  years  has 
supported  the  concept  of  area  coverage. 
Although  98.4  percent  of  the  United 
States  has  central  station  electric  power 
available,  in  sparsely  populated  areas, 
particularly  those  with  severe  weather 
conditions,  there  are  major  problems  for 
rural  electricity  and  rural  telephones.  In 
those  cases,  loans  over  a  longer  period  of 
time  might  be  in  order  to  justify  what 
might  not  otherwise  be  feasible. 

Now  we  come  to  something  which  con¬ 
cerns  me  a  great  deal.  It  should  concern 
every  member  of  this  body  who  believes 
that  a  loan  contract  between  REA  bor¬ 
rowers  and  the  Government  is  a  commit¬ 
ment  to  repay  the  Federal  Treasury  as 
scheduled  unless  the  deferral  of  pay¬ 
ments  are  requested  to  protect  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  security  in  its  loan. 

The  bill  as  presented  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  erroneously  carried  a  provision,  as 
permanent  legislation,  that  after  full  as¬ 
surance  of  fiscal  integrity  and  security  of 
investment  the  Administration  could 
suspend  for  up  to  3  years,  its  repayment 
provisions,  of  any  loan. 

I  want  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that 
I  do  not  agree  with  the  language  in  our 
report  which  reads  as  follows : 

The  REA  borrowers  themselves  are  like¬ 
wise  seeking  other  means  within  their  own 
organization  to  meet  their  obligation  to 
their  consumers.  They  are  forming  the  Na¬ 
tional  Rural  Utilities  Finance  Corporation  to 
commence  operations  this  year.  Whether  this 
system  works  will  have  to  await  the  action 
of  the  money  markets. 

Because  of  this,  the  Committee  suggests 
language  providing  that  where  the  financial 
condition  of  a  borrower  is  sound  and  where 
the  Government’s  interest  is  adequately 
safeguarded,  the  Administrator  consider  de¬ 
ferring  repayments  on  outstanding  loans  for 
up  to  three  years.  Such  action  where  neces¬ 
sary  would  enable  the  cooperatives  to  more 
fully  subscribe  the  stock  of  this  new  lend¬ 
ing  institution. 

The  original  bill  contained  no  lan¬ 
guage  concerning  how  this  money  might 
be  used  by  the  borrower  during  this 
3-year  period  but  the  committee  re¬ 
port  inferred  that  this  provision  was  rec¬ 
ommended  to  provide  borrowers  with 
funds  to  purchase  capital  stock  in  the 
National  Rural  Utilities  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration.  This  then  in  effect  would  have 
amounted  to  a  Federal  loan  at  2  percent 
interest  to  borrowers  of  funds  that  could 
be  used  by  them  to  buy  capital  stock  in 
this  corporation.  At  a  time  when  the 
yield  on  Federal  long-term  bonds  recent¬ 
ly  has  been  over  6.8  percent  a  loan  at  2 
percent  constitutes  a  significant  subsidy. 

This  language  as  I  mentioned,  would 
have  been  permanent  language  in  an 
appropriation  bill.  It  would  not  have  ap- 
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plied  only  to  the  loan  authorization  made 
available  by  this  bill.  It  stated  that  it 
would  apply  to  any  loan  “made  pursuant 
to  the  cumulative  rural  electrification 
and  rural  telephone  program  authoriza¬ 
tion  provided  by  law.”  In  fact  it  would 
not  be  useful  or  meaningful  if  it  applied 
only  to  loans  made  subject  to  the  loan 
authorization  contained  in  this  bill  be¬ 
cause  payments  of  interest  and  principal 
on  all  loans  are  deferred  during  the  first 
3  years. 

This  language  was  not  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  REA 
Administrator,  or  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Nor  has  it  been 
approved  by  either  of  those  officials. 

It  could  have  led  to  the  differal  of  a 
considerable  sum  of  money.  For  example, 
the  total  amount  of  principal  and  in¬ 
terest  due  on  debt  obligations  of 
REA  borrowers — both  programs — would 
amount  to  $984,500,000  during  the  3- 
year  period  including  fiscal  years  1971, 
1972,  and  1973.  Of  course,  I  am  not  al¬ 
ledging  that  under  the  terms  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  language  in  the  bill  that  all  of  this 
_  amount  could  have  been  def erred  or  that 
all  of  the  borrowers  that  might  qualify 
•yould  make  such  requests.  I  present  this 
figure  only  to  indicate  the  possible  maxi¬ 
mum  magnitude  of  the  funds  that  could 
be  involved. 

Because  of  the  important  problems 
raised  by  this  language,  I  called  this  pro¬ 
vision  to  the  attention  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  I  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Robert  P.  Mayo  on  June  4,  the  morning 
the  bill  went  to  full  committee,  oppos¬ 
ing  suspension  of  repayments  to  the 
Treasury. 

In  this  letter  Mr.  Mayo  stated: 

Based  upon  our  understanding  of  this  pro¬ 
vision,  such  a  provision  could  have  serious 
adverse  effects  on  Treasury  receipts  and  re¬ 
sult  in  a  substantial  increase  in  interest 
subsidy  costs.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
Treasury  borrowings  at  6-plus  percent  would 
have  to  be  continued  for  period  of  as  long 
as  three  additional  years  in  order  to  “carry” 
the  2  percent  REA  electric  loans  during  this 
period. 

Mr.  Mayo  is  absolutely  correct.  This 
would  in  effect  have  provided  a  Federal 
loan  with  interest  at  2  percent  to  REA 
borrowers  thus  permitting  this  to  buy 
capital  stock  in  the  National  Rural  Util¬ 
ities  Finance  Corporation — commonly 
referred  to  as  CFC — while  the  yield  on 
long-term  U.S.  bonds  this  year  has  been 
as  high  as  6.86  percent. 

Mr.  Mayo  concluded  this  letter  by  rec¬ 
ommending  that  the  language  in  ques¬ 
tion  should  be  deleted  from  the  bill.  He 
wrote : 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  believe  the 
proposal  being  considered  by  the  Committee 
should  be  deleted  pending  further  review 
of  the  entire  REA  financing  problem  by  the 
executive  branch.  If  such  a  review  shows 
evidence  of  a  clear  need  to  provide  Federal 
assistance  to  the  CFC,  appropriate  actions 
will  be  proposed. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  saw 
fit  to  delete  this  language  from  the  text 
of  the  bill.  It  was  stated  during  our 
“markup”  session  that  the  permissive 
language  would  not  change  the  Admin¬ 
istrator’s  present  authority.  This  prob¬ 
ably  referred  to  the  fact  that  section  12 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  as 


amended  permits  the  Administrator  to 
extend  the  repayment  period  for  up  to  5 
years — 2  years  facility  loans.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  section  12,  however,  was  to  per¬ 
mit  deferral  when  the  Government’s  se¬ 
curity  was  in  jeopardy,  and  certainly  not 
to  use  such  deferred  funds  to  set  up  a 
new  financing  plan. 

If  Congress  had  included  the  language 
deleted  from  the  bill  it  would  have  been 
a  legislative  mandate  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  defer  loans  so  as  to  permit  bor¬ 
rowers  to  more  easily  subscribe  to  the 
stock  of  the  bank. 

As  our  report  now  reads  it  appears  to 
indicate  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  would  not  oppose  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  if  he  desired  to  defer  payments 
due  from  borrowers  so  as  to  enable  such 
borrowers  to  use  such  funds  to  provide 
capital  for  the  CFC,  and  I  am  opposed  to 
this. 

I  desire  to  remind  the  Members  here 
today  that  the  Budget  Bureau  opposes 
this  entire  proposal  of  suspending  re- 
paymenst,  however  it  may  be  accom¬ 
plished,  because  “it  would  have  serious 
adverse  effects  on  Treasury  receipts  and 
result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  inter¬ 
est  subsidy  costs.”  This  opposition  of  the 
Bureau  is  as  applicable  to  the  use  of 
statutory  language  approved  by  Con¬ 
gress  as  it  is  to  suggestions  from  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  Of  course,  with 
the  language  removed  from  the  bill  there 
is  no  question  of  Congressional  disap¬ 
proval  of  this  proposal.  Obviously  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  speaks  for  the 
President,  it  is  up  to  the  Administrator 
as  a  part  of  the  administration  to  fol¬ 
low  the  policy  indicated  by  the  Director. 
I  am  submitting  the  entire  text  of  the 
letter  of  the  Director  of  the  Budget  so 
that  all  Members  of  the  House  can  con¬ 
sider  it : 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.  June  4,  1970. 
Hon.  Robert  H.  Michel, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Michel:  It  has  been  brought 
to  my  attention  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  considering  a  provision  for 
inclusion  in  the  1971  Appropriation  Bill  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  a  moratorium  on  elec¬ 
trification  loan  repayments  in  certain  in¬ 
stances  for  a  period  of  as  long  as  three  years. 

Based  upon  our  understanding  of  this 
provision,  such  a  provision  could  have  ser¬ 
ious  adverse  effects  on  Treasury  receipts  and 
result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  interest 
subsidy  costs.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
Treasury  borrowings  at  6-plus  percent  would 
have  to  be  continued  for  periods  of  as  long 
as  three  additional  years  in  order  to  “carry” 
the  2  percent  REA  electric  loans  during  this 
period. 

We  are  aware  of  the  need  for  additional 
funds  by  the  REA  electric  borrowers  and  we 
have  supported  the  establishment  of  the 
private  bank,  the  so-called  CFC.  We  also 
appreciate  the  fact  that  the  provision  out¬ 
lined  above  would  make  it  less  costly  for  the 
REA  electric  borrowers  to  purchase  capital 
participation  certificates  in  the  new  bank  by 
relieving  them  of  their  obligation  to  the 
Federal  Government.  However,  the  proposal 
has  received  no  consideration  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch,  and  we  are  inclined  to  feel  that 
there  may  be  other  less  costly  ways  of  aiding 
the  CFC. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  believe  the 
proposal  being  considered  by  the  Committee 
should  be  deleted  pending  further  review  of 


the  entire  REA  financing  problem  by  the 
executive  branch.  If  such  a  review  shows  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  clear  need  to  provide  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  CFC,  appropriate  actions  will 
be  proposed. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  P.  Mayo, 

Director. 

The  committee  has  provided  $3,197,- 
000  above  the  request  that  benefits  may 
be  received  from  the  construction  of  the 
15  new  labs  and  five  utilization  labora¬ 
tories.  This  amount  will  provide  about 
1,000  scientists  and  supporting  staff. 

This,  of  course,  does  not  come  any¬ 
where  meeting  the  need.  In  order  to  fully 
staff  the  Northern  Utilization  Research 
and  Development  Laboratory  in  Peoria, 
for  example,  149  full-time  employees  at 
a  cost  of  $2,695,000  would  be  needed. 

Often,  when  we  do  fund  more  posi¬ 
tions  the  total  staff  is  not  increased.  In 
fact  in  Peoria  it  has  dropped  from  451 
on  June  30,  1968,  to  an  expected  430  on 
June  30  of  this.  year.  This  comes  about 
because  the  cost  of  research,  equipment, 
supplies,  services,  and  so  forth,  has  gone 
up.  Also  budgetary  decreases  in  the  base 
fund  program  have  been  made. 

The  following  is  an  example  of  what 
could  be  done  if  the  lab  was  fully  staffed : 
Program  Need:  (To  Complete  Staffing  of 

New  Wing)  Northern  Utilization  Re- 

.  SEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  DIVISION,  PEORIA, 

III. 

Examples  of  high  priority  work  (SMY — 
Scientist  GS-11  or  above,  plus  supporting 
staff  for  1  year;  annual  cost  estimated  at 
$55,000,  including  salaries,  equipment,  sup¬ 
plies,  etc.)  : 

CEREAL  GRAINS 

1.  Reinforcement  of  rubber  with  starch,  5 
SMY  ($275,000)  :  (Increased  emphasis,  pres¬ 
ently  3.4  SMY — potential  benefit  new  market 
for  1.7  billion  lbs.  corn  starch  through  re¬ 
placement  of  higher  cost  reinforcing  agents 
such  as  silicas,  resins,  and  some  carbon  blacks 
for  specialty  rubber  products — estimated 
benefit  $54  million). 

2.  Paper  improvement  with  starch  products, 
6.5  SMY  ($358,000)  :  (New  research — increase 
speed  on  papermaking  machines  through  in¬ 
crease  of  wet-web  strength  of  sheet  being 
formed,  providing  new  market  f6r  50  million 
lbs.  corn  starch — potential  benefit  $22  mil¬ 
lion)  . 

3.  Fortification  of  cereal  grains  and  food 
products,  4.5  SMY  ($247,000)  :  (New,  with 
some  research  background — to  provide  more 
nutritious  foods  for  domestic  use  by  fortifica¬ 
tion  of  cereal  grains  (except  wheat)  and 
derived  food  products  with  iron,  calcium,  and 
other  vital  minerals,  essential  amino  and 
fatty  acids,  and  protein  and  carbohydrate 
supplements) . 

4.  Nutrient  values  of  cereal  grains  and  food 
products,  4  SMY  ($220,000) :  (New,  with  con¬ 
siderable  research  background — to  facilitate 
public  nutritional  programs  and  improve  nu¬ 
trition  and  health  by  obtaining  adequate, 
reliable  information  on  the  nutrient  compo¬ 
sition  and  nutritional  quality  of  cereal  grains 
(except  wheat),  their  milled  products  and 
derived  cereal  foods) . 

5.  Improved  feed  formulation  technology, 
4  SMY  ($220,000)  :  (New,  with  some  research 
background — development  of  'tapid  and 
comprehensive  methods  for  protein  and 
amio  acid  compostional  analysis  for  comput¬ 
er-controlled  feed  formulation — potential 
benefit  $55  million  based  on  saving  of  1% 
cost  of  mixed  feeds) . 

6.  Flocculating  agents,  starch  graft  copoly¬ 
mers,  4  SMY  ($220,000) :  (Expansion,  di¬ 
rected  toward  pollution  abatement,  based  on 
extremely  promising  results  of  screening  sur¬ 
vey  of  products  recently  prepared  in  the 


H5274 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Laboratory — new  market  for  starch  through 
potential  applications  in  disposal  of  water¬ 
borne  wastes  from  mining,  ore  refining, 
etc.) 

7.  Conversion  of  feedlot  wastes  to  useful 
■products,  3  SMY  ($165,000)  :  (New,  based  on 
expertise  in  fermentology  and  limited  explo¬ 
ratory  work — to  reduce  feedlot  pollution  by 
controlled  composting  of  animal  wastes  to 
produce  a  superior,  low  BOD  fertilizer  or 
aesthetically  acceptable  nutritious  animal 
feed) . 

OILSEEDS 

1.  Linseed  oil  for  improving  concrete,  4 
SMY  ($220,000)  :  (New  phase  of  linseed  oil 
work- — to  overcome  deterioration  problems 
with  low-quality  stone  and  gravel  by  pre¬ 
coating  with  linseed  oil  before  mixing  con¬ 
crete,  providing  new  market  for  2.5  million 
lbs.  oil — potential  benefit  $288  million — if 
initial  results  are  promising,  effort  will  be 
increased) . 

2.  Soybean  oil  refining,  3  SMY  ($165,- 
000)  :  (Increased  effort  directed  toward  pol¬ 
lution  abatement  based  on  promising  re¬ 
sults;  presently  1.5  SMY — lower  cost  process 
for  refining  the  oil  with  reduction  of  water 
pollution — potential  benefit  $15  million). 

3.  Nutrient  composition  of  soybeans  and 
soybean  food  products,  4  SMY  ($220,000)  : 
(New,  with  considerable  research  back¬ 
ground — to  facilitate  public  nutritional  pro¬ 
grams  and  improve  nutrition  and  health  by 
obtaining  adequate,  reliable  information  on 
the  content  and  biologic  availability  of  nu¬ 
tritionally  important  constituents  of  soy¬ 
beans  and  soybean  food  products). 

4.  New  lubricants  from  high-erucic  seed 
oils,  2  SMY  ($110,000)  :  (New,  based  on  ex¬ 
ploratory  studies — using  such  high-erucic 
oils  as  crambe  and  rapeseed,  to  produce  bet¬ 
ter  lubricants  for  airplane  engines,  other 
machinery,  and  other  uses  such  as  steel  cast¬ 
ing  and  rolling,  new  market  for  some  900 
milli — l  lbs.  oil  from  new  crop  acreage  of  over 
1  million  acres — potential  benefit  $36  mil¬ 
lion)  . 

NEW  CHOPS 

1.  Discovery  and  evaluation  of  new  vege¬ 
table  gums,  2  SMY  ($110,000)  :  (New,  based 
on  limited  screening  work,  subject  to  in¬ 
crease  later — new  crops  to  meet  expanding 
industrial  needs  for  hydrocolloids,  eliminate 
dependence  on  imports  of  gums  having  vari¬ 
able  quality  and  price,  and  providing  for  such 
applications  as  oil  well  drilling,  papermaking, 
textile  processing,  mining  and  ore  flotation, 
and  numerous  food-thickening  uses — poten¬ 
tial  benefit  $17  million). 

2.  Improved  processing  of  kenaf  for  paper¬ 
making,  3  SMY  ($165,000)  ;  (Increased  em¬ 
phasis,  present  effort  1.1  SMY — to  provide  a 
new  farm  crop  and  more  effective  use  of  farm 
acreage  through  development  of  a  satisfac¬ 
tory  and  practical  sequence  of  operations  to 
process  kenaf,  an  annual  pulp  source,  to  "fully 
acceptable  commercial-grade  papers,  thereby 
filling  the  need  for  a  supplement  to  the  di¬ 
minishing  supply  of  Southern  hardwood 
pulpwood — potential  benefit  $16  million). 

Summary  of  examples 

SMY: 

Cereal  grains  (31) _ *  $1,705,000 

Oilseed  crops  (13) _  715,000 

New  crops  (5).- _  275,000 


Total  (49) -  2,695,000 

Turning  to  our  problems  of  disease 
with  our  pigs  and  hogs,  TGE  or  trans¬ 
missible  gastronenteritis,  a  disease  which 
affects  pigs  only  a  few  weeks  old,  is  be¬ 
coming  a  real  problem  throughout  the 
Nation’s  pork  belt.  The  committee  has 
recommended  that  the  economic  losses 
faced  by  the  hog  industry  as  a  result  of 
TGE  justify  additional  emphasis  en¬ 
abled  by  the  research  contingency  fund. 
This  disease  wipes  out  entire  pig  crops. 


The  committee  has  also  included  some 
$500,000  for  hog  cholera  eradication.  By 
January  1973,  we  are  hopeful  that  we  will 
have  eradicated  this  disease  in  this 
country.  State  programs  are  reaching  a 
stage  where  an  all-out  effort  is  being 
made  to  eradicate  the  disease.  During 
the  remainder  of  this  time  we  expect  to 
be  faced  with  additional  needs  for  in¬ 
demnity  payments  due  to  comprehensive 
investigations  of  each  outbreak  and 
tracing  all  movements  from  them. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Chairman  with  respect 
to  white  corn  production,  our  committee 
has  included  $100,000  to  provide  esti¬ 
mates  of  white  corn  production. 

There  has  not  been  a  national  white 
corn  survey  since  about  1946.  Within  re¬ 
cent  years,  particularly  the  last  2, 
years,  the  value  and  the  price  of  white 
corn  has  been  going  up  arid  fluctuating 
inordinately.  There  is  a  rising  demand 
and  apparently  the  big  reason  for  the 
rapid  fluctuating  is  due  to  lack  of  knowl¬ 
edge  of  acreage  and  supply. 

Farmers  do  not  have  the  information 
enabling  them  to  get  the  price  they  ought 
to  be  getting.  They  do  not  know  if  they 
should  hold  it  or  sell  it  right  away  or 
shift  to  white  corn  production  from  yel¬ 
low  corn. 

Processors  say  they  do  not  know 
enough  about  current  or  prospective  sup¬ 
plies  to  help  stabilize  the  price. 

The  program  will  include  an  annual 
cycle  of  three  surveys  in  18  States:  Ohio, 
Indiana,  Illinois,  Iowa,  Missouri,  Ne¬ 
braska,  Kansas,  Virginia,  West  Virginia, 
North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Georgia, 
Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Alabama,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  Texas,  and  California. 

Mr.  MIZE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

(Mr.  MIZE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MIZE.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  let 
me  congratulate  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten), 
and  the  members  of  his  subcommittee  for 
an  excellent  and  comprehensive  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  bill. 

I  have  reviewed  this  legislation  care¬ 
fully,  and  feel  that  the  subcommittee  has 
cut  costs  where  possible,  while  providing 
adequate  funds  for  those  programs  that 
are  vital  to  all  Americans,  and  particu¬ 
larly,  rural  Americans. 

When  I  testified  before  the  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  subcommittee  in  be¬ 
half  of  essential  conservation  programs,  I 
emphasized  the  fact  that  soil  and  water 
conservationists  have  been  frontline 
troops  in  the  fight  against  pollution  for 
three  decades.  I  am  delighted,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  the  committee  report  hak 
chosen  to  emphasize  the  antipollution  as¬ 
pects  of  soil  conservation  as  well. 

The  legislation  before  us  today  obli¬ 
gates  over  $694.7  million  for  pollution  re¬ 
search.  abatement,  and  control  programs 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Of  first  rank  among  these  programs  is 
the  agriculture  conservation  program,  or 
ACP. 

All  of  us  from  rural  America  known 
of  the  inestimable  value  that  ACP  has 
been  to  our  constituents.  The  $195  mil¬ 
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lion  devoted  to  ACP  for  fiscal  year  1971 
will  continue  vital  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servative  efforts  that  have  preserved 
hundreds  of  millions  of  acres  from  de¬ 
struction,  and  hundreds  of  streams  and 
lakes  from  silt  and  chemical  pollution  in 
past  years. 

Let  me  just  add  this  note,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  The  report  from  the  committee  on 
this  bill  is  a  classic  statement  of  the  po¬ 
sition  of  agriculture  in  our  national  econ¬ 
omy.  It  is  a  classic  statement  of  the 
board  range  of  responsibilities  that 
USDA  discharges  with  competence  on 
behalf  of  all  Americans,  urban  and  rural. 
This  may  be  an  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill,  but  it  funds  programs  that 
keep  meat  and  produce  at  the  highest 
standards  of  cleanliness  for  all  consum¬ 
ers — urban  and  rural.  Wholesome  food  is 
but  one  of  a  multitude  of  services  that 
the  Department  quietly  performs  with 
funds  provided  in  this  bill. 

Countless  millions  in  distant  countries 
have  been  saved  from  starvation  and 
famine  in  years  past,  because  agricul¬ 
tural  research  conducted  by  employees 
or  on  contract  has  developed  higher 
yielding  varieties  of  life-giving  commod¬ 
ities,  and  better  all-around  agricultural 
practices.  Through  Public  Law  480, 
countless  millions  have  been  supplied 
with  food  in  times  of  crisis  and  chronic 
need.  This  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
therefore  the  most  genuinely  humanitar¬ 
ian  work  of  the  Congress  in  any  session. 

The  committee  report  should  be  re¬ 
quired  reading  for  each  and  every  con¬ 
cerned  American.  It  is  perhaps  the  best 
statement  on  modern  agriculture  and 
agricultural  appropriations  that  has  ever 
been  written. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  for  his  record  of  public  serv¬ 
ice  and  for  his  leadership.  I  congratulate 
the  chairman,  and  all  the  members  of 
his  subcommittee,  for  the  priorities  they 
have  established  and  pursued  in  this  leg¬ 
islation  are  priorities  of  a  compassion¬ 
ate,  concerned,  and  enlightened  Nation. 

I  urge  all  Members  to  support  this  im¬ 
portant  measure. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Natcher),  the  ranking  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  once  again 
brings  to  the  floor  of  the  House  for  your 
approval  the  annual  appropriations  bill 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  We 
recommend  a  total  appropriation  of 
$7,406,188,150  for  the  fiscal  year  1971. 
This  is  a  reduction  of  $125,587,350  in  the 
total  budget  requests  which  call  for 
$7,531,775,500.  The  total  new  budget  ob- 
ligational  authority  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  fiscal  year  1970  totaled 
$8,037,098,150. 

Mr.  Chairman,  more  than  one-half  of 
the  total  amount  recommended  -in  this 
bill  applies  directly  to  benefits  for  the 
consumer. 

The  American  farmer  is  in  trouble 
today,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  certainly  this 
is  not  the  time  for  us  to  turn  our  back  on 
agriculture.  In  considering  the  question 
of  prosperity  insofar  as  agriculture  is 
concerned,  we  must  keep  in  mind  that  the 
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average  capital  investment  in  farms  to¬ 
day  is  about  $85,400.  The  average  farm 
investment  has  increased  nearly  10 -fold 
in  the  past  25  years  from  $6,158  in  1940 
to  the  present  sum  of  $85,402.  We  also 
know  that  the  average  return  on  farm 
equities  has  dropped  more  than  50  per¬ 
cent  during  this  period.  The  drop  is  from 
7.1  percent  in  1945-49  to  3.1  percent  in 
1968.  This  gives  us  a  better  understand¬ 
ing  as  to  why  fewer  and  fewer  people  are 
remaining  on  the  Nation’s  farms,  and 
why  some  5  percent  of  our  population  on 
the  farms  is  now  feeding  the  other  95 
percent  in  addition  to  themselves. 

An  average  of  nearly  800,000  people 
have  left  the  farms  in  each  of  the  last  5 
years.  The  farm  population  has  decreased 
to  about  10  million  today  as  compared  to 
more  than  2  y2  times  that  number  in 
1950.  The  total  land  in  farms  in  1950 
was  1.2  billion  acres  as  compared  to  1.1 
billion  acres  in  1965  which  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  100  million  acres.  The  average 
size  of  a  farm  increased  from  213  acres 
to  373  acres  in  that  period. 

Today  a  great  many  of  our  young  peo¬ 
ple  on  farms  have  no  chance  to  get 
started  in  agriculture  unless  they  either 
inherit  a  farm  or  succeed  in  borrowing  a 
large  sum  of  money  to  invest  in  land 
which  is  adequate  for  a  livelihood. 

One  way  to  assist  agriculture  is  to  keep 
our  good  farmland  in  production.  Our 
soil  conservation  programs,  our  ACP  pro¬ 
grams,  and  our  research  programs  gen¬ 
erally  will  be  of  assistance  to  us  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  such  a  program. 

In  order  to  remain  strong  we  must  have 
on  hand  certain  surplus  commodities  to 
meet  any  and  all  emergencies.  Not  in  ex¬ 
cess,  but  in  an  adequate  amount.  As  long 
as  our  surplus  commodities  are  manage¬ 
able  then  we  are  in  good  shape.  When 
the  opposite  confronts  us  certainly  we 
must  do  something  about  it. 

Agriculture  is  our  largest  industry. 
Its  assets  exceed  those  of  any  of  the 
next  10  largest  industries.  Agriculture 
employs  more  workers  than  any  other 
major  industry  and,  in  fact,  employs 
seven  times  the  number  of  people  in  the 
mining  industry,  23  times  the  number 
in  the  coal  and  oil  industry,  and  five 
times  the  number  in  the  automobile  in¬ 
dustry.  Agriculture  is  one  of  the  major 
markets  for  the  products  of  labor  and 
industry.  It  spends  more  for  equipment 
than  any  of  the  other  large  industries. 
Agriculture  uses  more  steel  in  a  year 
than  is  used  for  a  year’s  output  of  pas¬ 
senger  cars.  It  uses  more  petroleum 
products  than  any  other  industry  in 
this  country.  It  uses  more  rubber  each 
year  than  is  required  to  produce  tires 
for  6  million  automobiles.  Its  inventory 
of  machinery  and  equipment  exceeds 
the  assets  of  the  steel  industry  and  is 
five  times  that  of  the  automobile  in¬ 
dustry. 

Our  farmers’  assets  now  are  approx¬ 
imately  $305  billion. 

In  1950  the  farmers’  share  of  the  re¬ 
tail  food  dollar  was  47  cents.  Today  it  is 
down  to  41  cents. 

Our  American  farmers  know  how  to 
produce  and  today  our  country  is  the 
world’s  largest  exporter  of  food  to  the 
other  nations  of  the  world. 


Three-fourths  of  our  land  area  is  in 
private  ownership  and  60  percent  is  in 
farms  and  ranches.  We  must  keep  in 
mind  that  70  percent  of  our  people  now 
reside  in  our  cities  and  they  occupy 
only  a  small  percentage  of  the  land  in 
this  country. 

If  our  country  is  to  survive  and  pros¬ 
per  we  must  continue  to  be  interested 
in  and  to  assist  when  necessary  our  cus¬ 
todians  of  the  nautral  resources  in  this 
country.  We  must  reforest  our  lands, 
protect  our  watersheds,  harness  our 
streams  for  electricity,  and  conserve  our 
soil  and  water.  It  is  imperative  that  we 
leave  to  the  future  generation  a  fertile 
land  and  a  land  sufficient  to  produce 
food  for  our  people.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
you  well  know,  in  this  country,  today 
we  have  204  million  people. 

In  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  recom¬ 
mend  the  sum  of  $146,143,200  for  re¬ 
search.  We  further  recommend  $98,- 
619,750  for  plant  and  animal  disease  and 
pest  control. 

The  total  amount  recommended  for 
Agricultural  Research  Service  is  $249,- 
762,950. 

We  recommend  $65,076,000  for  Co¬ 
operative  State  Research  Service. 

For  our  Extension  Service  we  recom¬ 
mend  $161,351,000. 

For  our  Soil  Conservation  Service  we 
recommend  a  total  of  $268,884,000. 

For  economic  research,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  recommend  the  sum  of  $14,592,- 
000.  The  s\im  of  $17,716,800  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  Statistical  Reporting  Service. 

For  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
we  recommend  the  sum  of  $150,847,000. 

For  our  special  milk  program,  which 
as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  was  deleted, 
we  recommend  the  amount  of  $104,000,- 
000  and  insist  that  this  program  be  re¬ 
stored.  For  child  nutrition  programs  we 
recommend  $90,395,000  along  with  the 
necessary  transfer  from  section  32  funds 
of  $238,358,000  which  then  makes  a  total 
of  $328,753,000  for  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
grams.  We  recommend  $1,250,000,000  for 
our  food  stamp  program.  Here  we  have  a 
right  good  example,  Mr.  Chairman,  or  a 
large  sum  of  money  which  the  consumer 
is  very  much  concerned  about  in  this 
country.  We  recommend  $27,140,000  for 
Foreign  Agriculture  Service.  For  Com¬ 
modity  Exchange  Authority  we  recom¬ 
mend  $2,552,000. 

We  recommend  the  sum  of  $221,469,000 
for  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service. 

For  a  period  of  over  10  years  now, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  confronted 
with  either  reductions  or  total  deletions 
as  far  as  amounts  and  authorization  for 
our  agricultural  conservation  program  is 
concerned.  This  year  was  no  exception  to 
the  rule.  We  restore  and  recommend  ad¬ 
vance  authorization  for  our  agricultural 
conservation  program  in  the  sum  of 
$195,500,000.  For  the  cropland  adjust¬ 
ment  program  we  recommend  $77,800,- 
000.  This  then  makes  a  total  of  $514,590,- 
000  for  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service. 

We  recommend  $3,508,650  for  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Administration. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $322,000,- 


000  in  new  authorization  is  recommended 
for  Rural  Electrification  and  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $123,800,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  telephone  loans.  These  new 
authorizations,  together  with  carryover 
funds  will  enable  the  Administrator  to 
make  new  loans  of  $345,000,000  and 
$125,000,000  respectively. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  rec¬ 
ommend  $20  million  over  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  to  be  placed  in  budgetary  reserve 
and  released  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  either  the  electric  or  tele¬ 
phone  programs  when  necessary.  This, 
as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  equal  to 
the  $20  million  placed  in  budgetary  re¬ 
serve  and  not  released  in  fiscal  year  1970. 
Failure  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to 
release  this  $20  million  was  a  serious 
mistake. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  well  know,  our 
Soil  Conservation  Service  is  more  impor¬ 
tant  today  than  at  any  time  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  this  Service.  When  we  consider 
the  need  for  more  food  and  fiber  and 
keep  in  mind  that  some  of  our  best  land 
is  now  being  used  for  airports,  interstate 
highways,  subdivisions  and  for  recreation 
purposes  generally,  we  must  preserve  as 
much  of  our  best  land  as  possible  and 
at  all  times  have  tillable  land  in  produc¬ 
tion  which  will  produce  enough  food  for 
our  people.  Today  in  our  country  we  have 
in  cultivation  some  385  million  acres.  Of 
course,  the  acreage  in  cultivated  crops 
varies  from  year  to  year,  due  to  changes 
in  land  use.  We  have  today  some  289 
million  acres  in  crops  harvested,  7  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  crop  failure,  37  million  acres 
of  fallow,  and  some  52  million  acres  in 
grasses  and  lagoons.  The  situation  is  se¬ 
rious  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  loss  of  great  quantities 
,of  our  best  farmland  and  certainly  now 
is  the  time  to  correct  this  situation. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  you 
to  know  that  I  am  definitely  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  we  still  have  serious  problems 
in  agriculture  and  again  I  want  to  say 
that  this  is  not  the  time  to  turn  our 
back  on  the  American  farmer.  The  in¬ 
terest  of  the  consumer,  of  course,  must 
be  protected  and  at  the  same  time  we 
must  see  that  the  American  farmer  re¬ 
ceives  a  fair  price  for  his  produce. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  I  serve  on  three  subcom¬ 
mittees.  We  have  13  subcommittees  on 
our  Committee  on  Appropriations.  I  am 
No.  2  on  each  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tees  of  Agricultural  Appropriations  and 
Labor,  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
I  am  the  chairman  of  the  third  subcom- 
mitee  that  I  serve  upon  and  that  is  the 
District  of  Columbia  Budget  Subcom¬ 
mittee.  My  assignment  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations  Subcommittee  is 
one  of  the  most  important  assignments 
that  I  have  as  a  Member  of  Congress, 
and,  Mr.  Chairman,  all  down  through 
the  years  it  has  been  a  distinct  honor  and 
privilege  for  me  to  serve  on  this  particu¬ 
lar  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  committee  recom¬ 
mends  this  bill  to  the  Members  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Robison)  , 
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(Mr.  ROBISON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
times  when  the  Federal  Government  has 
simultaneously  pursued  programs  and 
policies  that  overlap,  compete,  or  are  in¬ 
consistent  with  one  another  are  probably 
too  numerous  to  list  or  for  anyone  to  re¬ 
call.  It  goes  on  all  the  time,  but  becomes 
of  particular  concern  to  us — or  at  least 
it  should — during  periods  of  enforced 
budgetary  stringency  such  as  we  are  now 
experiencing. 

But,  whether  we  sail  stormy  or  smooth 
economic  seas,  it  is  just  plain  absurd  for 
our  Federal  Government  to  initiate  and 
conduct  programs  which  aim  at  mutu¬ 
ally  exclusive  objectives. 

We  have,  today,  just  such  an  absurd 
situation  before  us. 

On  the  one  hand,  Mr.  Chairman, 
through  this  bill  and  by  virtue  of  other 
existing  legislation  we  support  tobacco 
prices,  acreage  retirement,  and  export 
subsidies,  while  at  the  same  time — 
through  other  appropriation  bills  and 
other  existing  legislation — we  channel 
substantial  sums  of  moneys  into  research 
to  determine,  if  we  can,  the  true  rela¬ 
tionship  between  smoking  and  cancer, 
and  the  harmful  effects  of  tobacco  on  the 
human  heart  and  respiratory  system. 

While  some  object  to  this  dichotomy 
on  moral  grounds,  I — as  a  pipe  smoker 
who  has  stopped  even  that  use  of  tobacco 
on  several  occasions  and  hope  some  day 
to  finally  win  that  battle  with  myself — 
can  only  object  to  it  as  being  fiscally  il¬ 
logical,  but  illogical  in  the  extreme. 

How  so? 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  to 
gather  my  figures  rather  hastily,  and 
perhaps  stand  to  be  corrected  as  to  some 
of  them.  But,  to  the  best  of  my  knowl¬ 
edge,  the  cost  of  tobacco  price  supports 
during  the  1969  fiscal  year  was  $4.9  mil¬ 
lion.  Additionally,  so  I  understand,  each 
year  the  Department  of  Agriculture  pays 
for  the  grading  of  tobacco  leafs  at  a  cost 
of  about  $3  mililon.  Then,  since  a  signif¬ 
icant  amount  of  our  tobacco  is  export¬ 
ed — but  since  the  world  price  is  lower 
than  the  U.S.  price — there  are  export 
subsidies,  amounting  again  in  the  1969 
fiscal  year  to  about  $28  million.  These 
direct  expenditures  need,  however,  to  be 
put  in  further  perspective — running  as 
they  do  at  between  $36  and  $50  million 
a  year,  depending  upon  whose  figures  are 
used — by  reference  to  the  further  fact, 
as  I  understand  it,  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  presently  has  more  than  $750 
million  in  loans  outstanding  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  sup¬ 
port  the  price  of  tobacco,  which  effort 
cannot  be  wholly  self-supporting. 

At  the  same  time,  then,  while  spend¬ 
ing  these  large  sums  of  money,  we  are 
financing  with  tax  dollars  efforts  not 
only  to  determine  how  to  make  a  non¬ 
harmful  cigarette,  but  also  to  determine 
how  to  cure  diseases  caused  or  compli¬ 
cated  by  smoking.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture,  again  as  I  understand  it, 
itself  spends  some  $7.8  million  a  year  for 
research  in  this  area,  not  to  mention  the 
$6  million  or  so  a  year  spent  through 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  for  the  same  general  pur¬ 
poses. 


Besides  which,  the  Federal  Government 
has  rightly  or  wrongly  taken  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  smoking  is  harmful — witness 
the  warning  now  on  cigarette  packs — 
and  large  sums  of  private  moneys  are 
spent,  each  year  now,  in  advertising 
against  cigarette  smoking. 

It  is  not  incongruous  for  us  to  support 
the  price  of  a  commodity  which  we,  our¬ 
selves,  say  is  harmful — or  can  be  harm¬ 
ful — to  those  who  use  it? 

I  am  not  unaware  of  the  financial 
problems  that  would  be  created  in  cer¬ 
tain  States  if  tobacco  price  supports  were 
to  be  eliminated.  The  loss  of  Federal 
moneys  always  has  such  an  effect.  How¬ 
ever,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  arguments 
in  favor  of  eliminating  price  supports 
substantially  outweigh  those  favoring 
continuation  thereof. 

To  lessen  the  economic  impact  of  a 
cutoff  of  funds,  I — for  one — would  en¬ 
dorse  a  gradual  reduction  of  supports 
over  a  period  of  4  or  5  years,  thereby  giv¬ 
ing  the  tobacco  farmers  and  the  industry 
an  opportunity  to  shift  to  other  prod¬ 
ucts,  or  other  endeavors,  if  they  could 
not  economically  continue  tobacco  pro¬ 
duction.  And,  parenthetically,  it  is  inter¬ 
esting  to  note  that  the  industry,  itself, 
looking  at  the  handwriting  on  the  wall, 
has  already  begun  to  shift  its  attention 
to  other  areas. 

So,  as  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  no¬ 
tion  of  expending  moneys  simultaneous¬ 
ly  for  two  contradictory  programs  or 
purposes  strikes  me  as  being  both  fis¬ 
cally  irresponsible  and  philosophically 
inconsistent,  And  it  is  my  belief  that 
this  dichotomy  ought  to  be  resolved  by 
the  systematic  reduction  of  moneys 
spent  for  price  supports  and  tobacco  pro¬ 
motion. 

I  would  introduce  an  amendment  to 
this  bill  to  accomplish  such  a  goal  if  I 
were  expert  enough — as  I  am  not  in  ag¬ 
riculture  matters — to  draft  it  properly, 
and  if  I  did  not  feel  that,  even  then,  a 
parliamentary  objection  might  well  lie 
against  it. 

However,  I  will  surely  be  glad  to  work 
with  any  of  my  colleagues  who  may  be 
interested  in  this  subject  in  sponsoring 
such  an  amendment  to  the  pending  farm 
bill— if,  and  when,  such  a  vehicle  is 
brought  before  us  this  year. 

For  to  continue  to  support  tobacco — by 
means  of  price  supports,  free  grading, 
export  subsidies,  and  advertising — is  in 
direct  conflict  with  our  growing  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  probable  harmful  effects  of 
smoking  and  our  expenditures,  both  pub¬ 
lic  and  private,  to  try  to  prevent  such 
harm. 

Surely,  the  time  to  remedy  this  incon¬ 
sistency  is  long  overdue. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  just  like  to  point  out  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  the  well  and  to  the  Members  of 
the  committee  the  fact  that  the  tobacco 
industry  in  this  country  is  a  $10  billion 
industry.  The  tobacco  industry  pays  into 
the  Federal,  State,  and  local  treasuries  a 
little  more  than  $4  billion  in  taxes  each 
year. 

A  number  of  years  ago,  I  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend,  a  member  of  the 


Committee  on  Appropriations,  wTe 
decided  on  this  subcommittee  to  find  out 
if  tobacco  was  harmful  to  the  health  of 
our  people,  and  starting  in  1958  we  have 
made  small  requests  for  additional  funds 
for  research. 

I  talked  with  the  Governor  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  and  asked 
him  if  he  would  have  the  legislature  ap¬ 
propriate  the  necessary  money  to  build  a 
building  which  would  be  used  for  re¬ 
search.  This  established  a  precedent  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  Government  not  only 
has  to  build  the  facility  for  research  but 
has  to  appropriate  all  the  money  as  a 
general  rule. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  ap¬ 
propriated  money  for  and  built  a  build¬ 
ing  costing  $4.5  million  to  be  used  for 
tobacco  research.  We  have  a  small 
amount  in  this  bill  for  research  and  my 
home  State  recently  passed  a  law  that 
will  provide  about  $2  million  for  this 
purpose. 

In  the  year  1964,  Dr.  Terry,  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  of  the  United  States,  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  I  would  like  to  tell  you  what 
he  said  upon  issuing  the  report  on 
smoking  and  health.  He  said,  upon  being 
questioned: 

When  you  burn  tobacco  and  spinach  you 
have  the  same  result — when  you  burn  to¬ 
bacco  and  spinach. 

That  is  what  he  told  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  He  said: 

We  do  not  know  for  sure. 

And  when  questioned  carefully  ad¬ 
mitted  that  no  specific  research  project 
established  a  connection  between  to¬ 
bacco  and  cancer. 

I  serve  on  the  Subcommittee  on  Labor 
and  Health,  and  the  Surgeon  General  has 
been  examined  each  year  concerning  this 
subject  and  we  receive  the  same  answers. 
I  say  to  the  distinguished  gentleman  in 
the  well  that  we  asked  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral,  why  he  pointed  his  finger  at  to¬ 
bacco. 

We  asked: 

What  specific  research  program  do  you 
have  underway  at  this  time  which  shows 
tobacco  is  harmful  to  the  health  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  and  is  causing  cancer? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the.  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  He  could  not  answer 
the  question. 

I  want  the  Members  of  the  Committee 
to  know  that  the  people  in  the  States 
of  Kentucky,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
Alabama,  Virginia,  and  all  the  other 
States — 21  of  them — that  produce  to¬ 
bacco  want  to  know  if  tobacco  is  harm¬ 
ful  to  the  health  of  our  people.  If  it  is 
we  want  to  do  something  about  it.  Now, 
Mr.  Chairman,  not  10  years  from  now. 

I  say  to  my  distinguished  friend  in  the 
well,  all  we  ask  you  to  do  is  to  give  us  a 
chance.  The  same  applies  to  any  other 
commodity. 

I  say  to  the  gentleman  frankly,  when 
we  talk  about  destroying  a  $10  billion 
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industry  and  one  which  pays  into  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  communities  $4 
billion  in  taxes,  it  is  a  right  serious  mat¬ 
ter. 

I  understand  my  friend’s  position,  and 
I  want  to  say  to  him  that  we  are  going 
to  continue  our  efforts  in  Kentucky  and 
in  all  of  our  tobacco  States  to  follow  this 
matter  carefully. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  comments  and  I  understand  his 
concern,  but  I  am  not  sure  at  all  in  my 
own  mind  that  the  reduction  of  or  the 
gradual  elimination  of  tobacco  price  sup¬ 
ports  would  “destroy”  that  industry. 
That  certainly  is  not  my  objective. 

My  objective  was  and  is  to  point  out 
the  inconsistency  of  our  going  two  direc¬ 
tions  here  at  once,  and  to  encourage 
some  early  resolution  by  all  concerned  of 
that  seeming  inconsistency. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Certainly  the  good  intentions  and  the 
contributions  made  by  my  colleagues  who 
preceded  me  are  fully  appreciated.  I  do 
not  know  of  two  finer  people  who  have 
the  welfare  of  the  people  more  at  heart 
than  they  do. 

If  I  could  have  the  attention  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  I  should  like 
for  him  to  listen  to  this.  He  used  the 
word  “inconsistency.” 

I  assure  the  gentleman  that  this  is  an 
appropriations  subcommittee  rather  than 
a  legislative  committee.  The  fact  is  that 
price  supports  are  made  available  only 
for  reducing  or  restricting  the  production 
of  tobacco.  If  we  were  to  take  the  price 
support  away  the  chances  are  this  would 
triple  the  production  of  tobacco. 

History  shows  that  if  one  reduces  the 
price — and  there  is  no  question  about  it — 
the  producer,  trying  to  offset  that  loss  of 
income  through  the  reduction  in  price, 
will  increase  his  production.  If  his  price  is 
cut,  he  increases  the  volume. 

I  appreciate  the  gentleman's  frankness 
in  saying  that  he  had  not  studied  the 
mechanics  of  this.  I  would  point  out  that 
the  mechanical  proposition  of  the  thing 
he  directs  attention  to,  which  is  the  price 
support,  as  a  practical  matter  would  re¬ 
sult  in  greatly  increased  quantity. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  to  fincf  out  what 
the  element  is,  if  there  be  an  element, 
which  is  causing  a  health  hazard,  and 
correct  it.  If  there  is  not,  we  should  do 
something  legislatively,  to  see  if  tobacco 
is  being  used  in  excess. 

I  am  saying,  to  strike  at  the  price 
would  have  the  opposite  effect  from  re¬ 
ducing  quantity.  If  we  want  to  slow  down 
total  consumption,  that  is  one  thing;  if 
we  should  reduce  the  price,  it  would 
greatly  increase  the  production. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  yielding  so  that  I  can  respond. 

My  purpose  is  not  to  try  to  present  or 
even  suggest  a  solution  to  the  problem 
here  before  us. 


I  merely  want  to  point  up  again  that 
there  is  a  problem  and  that  we  ought  to 
continue  to  recognize  that  problem  and 
the  appropriate  committees,  including 
this  committee,  ought  to  focus  their  at¬ 
tention  on  this  problem. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  want  to  say  that 
there  is  no  fairer  person  than  my  friend 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois  (Mr.  Findley)  . 

(Mr.  FINDLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  his  remarks  earlier  described 
as  ridiculous  the  proposal  I  have  made 
which  would  affect  a  $20,000  per  com¬ 
modity  limitation  on  total  payments  to 
any  farmer.  Well,  in  the  realm  of  ridi¬ 
culous,  I  would  like  t(  call  the  attention 
of  this  body  to  section  508  of  the  bill 
which  appears  on  page  39  and  reads  as 
follows : 

No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  change  any  price  sup¬ 
port  program  payment  or  payments,  or 
commodity  loan  or  loans  in  any  manner, 
the  effect  of  which  is  to  modify  substan¬ 
tive  law. 

Then  over  in  the  committee  report  on 
page  51  by  way  of  explanation  to  the 
curious  provision  is  the  line : 

A  new  section  508  has  been  added  to  the 
bill  clarifying  its  relationship  to  general 
farm  legislation  which  must  pass  in  this 
legislative  session. 

Now,  speaking  of  ridiculous,  I  just 
wonder  whether  that  word  might  be 
applied  to  this  unusual  provision.  Noth¬ 
ing  like  it  has  ever  appeared  in  an  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriation  Act  before,  and 
I  just  wonder  if  there  might  be  a  little 
devilish  thought  involved  here  to  try  to 
thwart  the  will  of  the  House  with  regard 
to  payment  limitations. 

Could  the  gentleman  clarify  that? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  believe  I  have 
ever  found  out  how  to  thwart  the  will  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  It  looks  like  an  im¬ 
pressive  effort. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  recognizes  it  as  a  little  unusual  and 
a  rather  r  ound  statement.  I  believe  this 
language  is  written  in  proper  form  and 
the  language  is  in  proper  place  and  in 
the  proper  part  of  the  bill,  and  it  was 
written  by  the  subcommittee  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  it.  I  thought  that  was  the 
way  to  handle  legislation. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  It  is  an  interesting 
contribution  to  an  appropriation  bill.  I 
suppose,  if  it  succeeds,  it  is  not  really 
so  ridiculous  after  ^11. 

Now,  also  on  the  point  of  ridiculous, 
when  you  consider  a  $20,000  payment 
limit  as  ridiculous,  I  wonder  how  you 
would  describe  the  payment  in  1969 
to  the  U.S.  Sugar  Corp.  of  Florida 
in  the  amount  of  $1,181,195.  I 
would  say  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
poor  suffering  taxpayer  extracting  a  sum 
of  that  kind  out  of  the  U.S.  Treasury  and 
handing  it  to  one  sugar  corporation  cer¬ 
tainly  is  bordering  on  the  ridiculous.  In 


the  same  category  there  was  a  payment 
to  the  Hawaiian  Commercial  &  Sugar 
Corp.  for  a  payment  in  1968  of  $1,311,268. 
I  would  think  payments  of  that  sort,  at 
that  level  more  deserve  the  word  ridic¬ 
ulous  than  an  amendment  which  would 
put  a  ceiling  of  $20,000  per  commodity 
per  person  on  the  payments  under  a 
program  authorized  or  funded  by  this 
act. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  in  his  re¬ 
marks  arguing  for  this  appropriation 
and  against  any  limitation  said  that  this 
bill  affects  everybody.  Well,  it  affects 
every  congressional  district  in  the  Na¬ 
tion.  I  believe  that  is  very  plain.  But  it 
affects  some  people  in  some  congres¬ 
sional  districts  a  little  more  than  others. 

Let  me  illustrate.  The  19th  District 
of  Texas,  with  which  I  am  sure  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  (Mr.  Mahon) 
is  familiar,  in  1969  received  payments  of 
$110,374,230.  Now,  that  is  the  third- 
ranking  congressional  district  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  in  terms  of  total  receipts  for  farm 
payments  for  that  year. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  district  in 
Illinois  is  among  the  50,  it  happens  to  be 
No.  49,  and  just  to  illustrate  the  point 
that  this  bill  affects  some  districts  more 
than  others,  let  me  point  out  that  the 
total  payments  in  the  20th  District  of 
Illinois  in  that  same  year  were  $22  mil¬ 
lion  as  contrasted  with  $110  million. 
Further,  let  us  assume  that  there  are  a 
lot  more  farmers  in  the  19th  District  of 
Texas,  but  the  1964  farm  census  showed 
9,782  farms  in  the  19th  District  of  Texas 
and  a  grand  total  of  16,103  in  the  20th 
District  of  Illinois. 

One  of  the  concerns  that  has  been 
expressed  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  by  some  Members  of  this 
body  is  that  the  administration  of  the 
farm  program  payment  limit  is  a  diffi¬ 
cult  item  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

First,  difficulty  in  administration  of  an 
item  is  no  valid  reason  for  this  body  to 
fail  to  act  when  the  need,  as  apparent 
as  the  need  for  placing  limitations  on 
giant  farm  program  payments  is,  be¬ 
comes  apparent.  There  are  many  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  difficult  to  administer 
that  are  being  conducted  and  operated 
by  the  Federal  governmental  depart¬ 
ments  daily.  To  say  that,  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  payment  limitation  would  be  an 
unusually  difficult  task  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  administer  is  to 
indicate  a  genuine  lack  of  knowledge  of 
the  fact  that  there  has  been  or  cur¬ 
rently  are  at  least  five  farm  program 
limitations  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

The  first  of  these  payment  limits  is  the 
conversation  reserve  of  the  soil  bank 
from  1956  to  1960.  This  program  had  an 
administrative  limitation  of  $5,000  per 
person  for  all  farms  for  1  years.  By  the 
end  of  the  term  of  this  program  the 
administration  of  its  was  perfected  to  a 
fine  art.  Much  has  been  said  about  “slip¬ 
page”  or  the  fact  that  a  number  of 
large  farmers  will  make  considerable  at¬ 
tempt  to  evade  the  provisions  of  any  pay¬ 
ment  limit.  I  cite  here  language  supplied 
me  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul- 
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ture’s  General  Counsel’s  office  relating  to 
the  limitation  on  payments  of  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  as  the  most  effective 
and  well  developed  set  of  definitions  re¬ 
garding  who  a  person  or  producer  is  for 
purposes  of  administration  of  the  act. 
The  provisions  developed  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  administer  the 
conservation  reserve  payment  limit  pro¬ 
vide  an  excellent  pattern  or  set  of  guide¬ 
lines  for  administration  of  the  farm 
program  payment  limit  which  I  am  offer¬ 
ing  for  consideration  today.  I  insert  here 
section  485.521,  “Limitation  on  Pay¬ 
ments,”  taken  from  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  regulations,  and  reprinted 
from  the  Federal  Register  of  October  3, 
1959: 

§'485.521.  Limitation  on  payments. 

(a)  The  total  of  all  annual  payments 
under  the  conservation  reserve  program  to 
any  produced  for  any  year  with  respect  to  all 
farms  in  which  he  has  an  interest  shall  not 
exceed  $5,000.00.  All  or  any  part  of  the  annual 
payment  which  otherwise  would  be  due  any 
producer  shall  be  withheld,  or  required  to  be 
refunded,  if  he  has  adpoted,  or  participated 
in  adopting,  any  scheme  or  device,  including 
the  dissolution,  reorganization,  revival,  for¬ 
mation,  or  use  of  any  corporation,  partner¬ 
ship,  estate,  trust  or  by  any  other  means 
designed  to  evade,  or  which  has  the  effect  of 
evading  the  provisions  of  this  section.  A 
family  trust  created  on  or  after  August  16, 
1966,  will  be  considered  a  scheme  or  device 
to  evade  the  provisions  of  this  section  if  it 
results  in  the  settlor  and  beneficiaries  of  the 
trust  receiving  in  the  aggregate  annual  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  Conservation  Reserve  Pro¬ 
gram  for  any  year  of  the  contract  period  in 
excess  of  $5,000.  For  purposes  of  this  pro¬ 
vision,  members  of  the  family  include  hus¬ 
band  or  wife  of  the  settlor,  children  of  the 
settlor,  their  husbands  and  wives,  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  immediate  household  of  the 
settlor;  and  payments  to  a  trustee  shall  be 
regarded  as  payments  to  the  beneficiaries  of 
the  trust.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  a 
family  shall  include  grandchildren  of  the 
settlor,  step-children  of  a  child  of  the  settlor, 
and  any  minor  related  to  the  settlor  by 
blood  or  marriage. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  applying  the  payment 
limiation  prescribed  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section,  the  rules  contained  in  subparagraph 

(1)  through  (6)  of  this  paragraph  shall  be 
effective  to  determine  whether  certain  indi¬ 
viduals  interested  in  farming  operations  as 
landowners,  landlords,  tenants  or  share¬ 
croppers  are  to  be  treated  as  one  producer  or 
as  separate  producers.  In  cases  in  which  more 
than  one  rule  would  appear  to  be  applicable, 
the  rule  which  is  most  restrictive  on  the 
number  of  producers  shall  apply. 

( 1 )  A  partnership  shall  be  considered  as  a 
producer.  Individual  members  of  the  partner¬ 
ship  may  be  recognized  in  another  capacity 
as  landowners,  landlords,  tenants,  or  share¬ 
croppers,  on  the  same  farm  or  another  farm 
only  if  (i)  the  individual  members  operating 
in  a  separate  capacity  are  not  identical  with 
the  membership  of  the  partnership,  and  (ii) 
the  individual  members  also  operated  as 
separate  producers  or  in  a  separate  capacity 
as  producers  on  the  farm  during  1959. 

(2)  A  corporation  or  association  shall  be 
considered  as  a  producer.  A  stockholder  who 
owns  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  a  corpora¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  considered  as  a  separate 
producer  on  the  same  farm  nor  recognized 
in  any  other  capacity  on  the  same  farm  as 
a  landowner,  landlord,  tenant,  or  share¬ 
cropper. 

(3)  An  estate  or  trust  shall  be  considered 
as  a  producer  unless  the  estate  has  only  one 
heir  or  the  trust  has  only  one  beneficiary,  in 
which  case  only  the  sole  heir  or  the  sole 


beneficiary  shall  be  considered  as  a  producer. 
Subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (a) 
of  this  section,  an  individual  who  is  not  the 
sole  heir  of  the  estate  or  the  sole  bene¬ 
ficiary  of  the  trust  may  be  considered  as  a 
separate  producer  or  recognized  in  a  different 
capacity  as  landloard,  landowner,  tenant,  or 
sharecropper,  on  the  same  farm  or  on  an¬ 
other  farm,  provided  such  separate  producer 
status  is  established  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  county  committee. 

(4)  Two  or  more  individuals  operating  as 
a  group  under  an  arrangement  which,  al¬ 
though  lacking  the  legel  elements  of  a 
partnership  or  corporation,  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  joint  undertaking  shall  be  considered  as 
a  producer.  (Clubs,  societies,  fraternal  and 
religious  organizations,  as  well  as  informal 
arrangements  between  two  or  more  individ¬ 
uals,  axe  examples  of  such  groups^)  Individ¬ 
ual  members  of  the  group  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  separate  producers  on  the  same 
farm  nor  recognized  on  the  same  farm  in  any 
other  capacity  as  landowners,  landloards, 
tenants,  or  sharecroppers. 

(5)  Husband  and  wife  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  separate  producers  nor  recognized 
in  any  other  capacity  as  landowners,  land¬ 
lords,  tenants,  or  sharecroppers,  on  the  same 
farm  or  on  different  farms.  Other  individuals 
having  any  family  realionship  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  separate  producers  if  they  are 
participating  on  different  farms.  Such  in¬ 
dividuals  may  be  considered  as  separate  pro¬ 
ducers  on  the  same  farm  or  recognized  in 
different  capacities  on  the  same  farm  as  land¬ 
lords,  landowners,  tenants,  or  sharecroppers 
only  if  such  individuals  operated  as  sepa¬ 
rate  producers  or  in  separate  capacities  dur¬ 
ing  1959. 

(6)  Individuals  having  a  joint  or  com¬ 
mon  interest  arising  out  of  their  interests 
in  the  ownership  of  any  part  of  the  farm 
as  joint  tenants,  tenants  by  the  entirty  or 
tenants  in  common  shall  not  be  considered 
as  separate  producers  on  the  same  farm  nor 
recognized  in  any  other  capacity  on  the  same 
farm  as  landlords,  landowners,  tenants  or 
sharecroppers. 

The  second  program  limitation  is  a 
statutory  limit  of  $3,000  per  producer 
for  all  crops  produced  in  1958  as  part  of 
the  acreage  reserve  program  of  the  soil 
bank.  I  quote  here  that  limitation  as  con¬ 
tained  in  Public  Law  85-118 : 

That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  and  administer  an  acreage 
reserve  program  which  would  result  in  total 
compensation  being  paid  to  producers  in 
excess  of  $500,000,000  with  respect  to  1958 
crops,  or  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to 
any  one  producer  in  excess  of  $3,000  with 
respect  to  1958  crops. 

The  third  payment  limitation  I  cite  is 
the  $50,000  per  person  price  support 
limitation  for  any  one  commodity  an¬ 
nually  for  field  crops  in  surplus.  This  was 
a  legislative  limitation.  Section  477.101 
of  the  agricultural  credit  provision  of  the 
$50,000  payment  limitation  on  non¬ 
recourse  price  support  for  the  1960 
crop — reprinted  from  the  Federal  Regis¬ 
ter  of  February  5,  1960 — reads  in  part: 

No  part  of  the  authorization  for  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  fiscal  year 
1960  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  carry  out 
a  price  support  program  for  1960  under 
which  a  total  amount  of  price  support  in 
excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended  by  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person  on 
the  1960  production  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  declared  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in 
surplus  supply. 

The  cropland  conversion  program  in 
operation  in  1963  to  1965  contained  an 
administrative  limit  of  $10,000  per  pro¬ 
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ducer  annually.  Section  751.64  of  chapter 
7,  title  7  of  that  program  reads,  in  part: 

The  maximum  adjustment  payment  to  all 
persons  with  respect  to  the  farm  or  ranch 
under  an  agreement  shall  be  $10,000  for  the 
entire  period  of  the  agreement.  The  Deputy 
Administrator  may  establish  a  different  limit 
where  two  or  more  farms  are  combined  into 
a  farming  or  ranching  enterprise  which 
effectuates  the  purposes  of  the  program.  All 
or  any  part  of  any  adjustment  payment  which 
otherwise  would  be  due  may  be  withheld  or 
required  to  be  refunded  if  any  scheme  or 
device  has  been  adopted  which  has  been  de¬ 
signed  to  evade,  or  which  has  the  effect  of 
evading,  maximum  adjustment  payment 
limitation. 

The  fifth  and  final  payment  limitation 
is  one  which  as  occurred  frequently  over 
the  years  and  in  relation  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Conservation  Program  limitation 
of  $2,500  per  person  which  has  been 
written  into  the  appropriations  bill.  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  91-127  of  November  26,  1969 
reads,  in  part : 

Except  that  no  participant  shall  receive 
more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  par¬ 
ticipants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches 
join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed 
to  conserve  or  improve  agricultural  resources 
of  the  community. 

From  these  very  brief  examples  it  is 
easy  to  determine  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  the  background,  the 
experience,  and  no  doubt  the  staff  to 
carry  out  effective  payment  limitations 
which  will  result  in  a  minimum  of  eva¬ 
sion  on  the  part  of  large  farm  operators. 

On  May  14, 1970, 1  placed  in  the  Record 
a  list  of  the  50  largest  congressional  dis¬ 
tricts  in  terms  of  Federal  farm  program 
payments.  These  districts  appear  on  a 
map  I  have  prepared  showing  the  geo¬ 
graphical  location  of  these  large  volume 
of  payments. 

When  I  announced  that  these  districts 
were  receiving  the  largest  volume  of 
Federal  payments,  I  said  I  was  continu¬ 
ing  my  investigation  of  what  caused  this 
situation. 

In  several  of  these  big  payment  dis¬ 
tricts,  irrigation  water  has  resulted  in 
crop  production  patterns  vastly  different 
than  would  be  possible  without  this  sup¬ 
plemental  moisture.  No  one  can  oppose 
the  possible  future  need  for  irrigation 
water  to  grow  crops  for  our  growing  pop¬ 
ulation,  but  during  a  period  when  we  are 
spending  millions  of  dollars  to  reduce  the 
size  of  our  agricultural  production,  it 
seems  illogical  to  be  paying  taxes  both 
to  support  the  development  of  irrigation 
projects  to  increase  crop  production  on 
one  hand  and  then  use  additional  tax 
funds  to  reduce  crop  production  on  the 
other  hand.  Irrigation  water  for  our 
towns  and  cities  is  vitally  important,  but 
to  permit  the  continuance  of  giant  farm 
program  payments  to  reduce  crop  pro¬ 
duction  in  these  areas  makes  little  sense. 
In  addition,  some  of  these  same  regions 
have  seen  the  steady  rise  in  the  yield  of 
crops  as  a  result  of  the  supplemental 
water  which  provides  a  decided  disad¬ 
vantage  for  farmers  in  nonirrigated  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  Nation. 

Attached  to  these  remarks  is  a  listing 
of  the  congressional  districts,  which  are 
part  of  the  50  largest  payment  recipients, 
and  the  costs  of  the  irrigation  projects 
currently  functioning : 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  IRRIGATION  PROJECTS 


Congressional 

district  Irrigation  project 


Federal 

cost  Counties  in  unit 


Total 

payments 


Congressional 

district 


Irrigation  project 


Federal  Total 

cost  Counties  in  unit  payments 


Kansas— 1 

Almena  unit _ 

0) 

Norton  -.  -  - 

....  $1,987,304 

Phillips _ _  -. 

. .  2,423,088 

Courtland  and  Scandin 

0) 

Cloud  _ ...  _  - 

.___  2,711,494 

units. 

JewelL-_  -  . 

...  3,786,441 

Republic-.  .-  . 

3,377,217 

Cedar  Bluff  unit.  _  .  — 

(■) 

Ellis _ 

2,298,459 

Trego  _  -  _ 

....  2,  190,472 

Kirwin  unit _ _  _ 

(') 

Osborne 

2,952,  303 

Phillips _ 

’  (  ') 

Smith  -  -  . 

3,158, 975 

Webster  unit—  _  . 

0) 

Osbrone..  .  _. 

(•') 

Rooks.  ..  -  . 

..  .  2,491,712 

Tot41 _ 

....  24,885,753 

Nebraska— 3. . 

..  Mirage  Flats  project _ 

.  3, 101. 835 

Sheridan.  _ 

....  1.354,262 

Ainsworth  unit . 

0) 

Brown _ 

583,914 

Franklin  unit  _  .  _ 

(>) 

Franklin _ 

...  2,  236,  239 

Webster _ 

....  2,225,948 

Superior  unit . . 

(>) 

Webster _ 

o 

Nuckalls _ 

....  2,632,660 

Farewell  unit  . . . 

0) 

Howard.  _ 

2,  023, 078 

Sherman _ 

....  1,614,386 

Frenchman  unit _ 

0) 

Hitchcock _ 

2,034,196 

Red  Willow..  . 

....  2,372,816 

Meeker-Driftwood  unit _ 

(0 

Hitchcock _ _ 

(2) 

Red  Willow _ 

(-) 

Red  Willow  unit  _  _  _ 

(>) 

-do _ 

(2) 

Furnas _  _ 

-_-  2,612,690 

Cambridge  unit—.  . _ 

(>) 

_ do _ 

(2) 

Harlan . 

....  1,908,809 

Sargent  unit _  _ 

0) 

Custer _ 

.  ..  4,  494,  693 

Valley 

.  _.  1,920,565 

North  Platte  project..  .. . 

.  34,777,850 

Morrill _ 

....  1,158,570 

Scotts  Bluff _ 

....  1,996,785 

Sioux _ _ _ 

398,117 

Total _ 

....  30,640,128 

North  Dakota— 2 

Lower  Yellowstone  project. 

.  3,697,842 

McKenzie _ 

....  2,778,785 

Fort  Clark  unit _ _ 

(0 

Mercer  _ 

... .  2,117,029 

Oliver.  _ 

1,135,767 

Heart  Butte  unit-  _ 

(0 

Grant... . . 

2,526,636 

Morton _ 

....  3,141,330 

Buford-Trenton  project _ 

.  1,462,617 

Williams  .  .. 

...  4,395,674 

Total _ 

....  16,095,221 

Lower  Marias  unit _ 

(■) 

Valley _ 

Chouteau . . 

_  $3,657,908 

_  6,636,031 

Nickwall  unit _  . 

0) 

Hill _ 

McCone-  . 

_  4,396,214 

_  2,670,447 

o 

Yellowstone  Division 

(>) 

Richland  .  . 

Savage  unit..  .  ...  . 

Richland.  . 

(?> 

Stipek  unit...  _ 

Dawson _ 

(-) 

Colgate  unit _ .  _  . 

Marsh  unit _  . 

Crackerbox  unit _ 

Sun  River  project _ 

...  10,450,657 

Cascade _ 

_  2,713,696 

Shoshone  project.  ...  . 

...  24,746,535 

Carbon...  _  _  . 

917,281 

Total _ 

- - - 

_  34,345,012 

Washington— 4.. 

.  Columbia  Basin  project 

1,021,302,000 

Adams _ 

_  5,939,741 

Yakima  project . 

..  65,277,272 

Franklin _ _ _ 

Grant _  . 

Walla  Walla _ 

Benton _ 

..  2,930,625 

_  5,291,786 

4,581,981 

1,686,902 

Kittitas... . 

Yakima  ..  _ 

399,177 
....  1,889,400 

Total _ 

....  22,719,612 

California— 18  . 

.  Central  Valley  project _ 

-2,398,947,000 

Kern _ _ 

24,004,703 

total _ 

— 

Tulare  _ 

.  .  13,975,014 

....  37,979,717 

Oklahoma— 4 _ W.  C.  Austin  project . .  12,309,007  Greer _ _  2,390,173 

Jackson.-. .  5,142,987 


Total . . . . . . . .  7,  533, 160 


New  Mexico — 2..  Carlsbad  project _  9,332,403  Eddy . . .  2,354,816 

Fort  Sumner  project _  2,433,320  DeBaca _  223,328 

Middle  Rio  Grande  project..  34,  904, 194  Socorro .  296,  299 

Valencia _ _  125,393 


Rio  Grande  project _ 

....  31,552,413 

Dona  Ana . 

Sierra _  ... 

....  3,761,079 

265,766 

Total _ 

....  7,026,681 

California— 16. 

...  Central  Valley  project.. 

.  2, 398, 947,  000~ 

Fresno...  _ 

Merced _ _ 

....  24,270,300 
....  3,586,960 

Buffalo  Rapids  project .  5,255,588  Custer _ _  857,425 

Dawson _  2,805,044 

Prairie _  875, 692 

Huntley  project . .  1,921,208  Yellowstone _  _  2,381,597 

Intake  project.. . .  87,513  Dawson _  (2) 

Lower  Yellowstone  project..  3,697,842  Richland _  3,197,498 

Dawson . .  (2) 

Milk  River  project _  10,695,450  Blaine _  .  .  1,331,468 

Phillips _  1,454,691 


Total 
Arizona— 2. 
Texas— 15.. 

Total 


27,  857,  260 


Gila  project _ _ _  74,247,873  Yuma _  5,857,341 


Lower  Rio  Grande  project.. .  17,  005,  299  Cameron. . .  9,651,585 

....do... . .  17,005,299  .....do _ •  (2) 

Hidalgo . .  10,971,106 


20, 622,  691 


■Part  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project;  cost  included  in  Bureau  of  Reclamation  unit  esti-  2  Included  above, 
mated  or  actual  costs  to  June  30,  1968,  of  $1,345,662,454. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  v/as  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say — and  I  do  it  at  this  point  in  view 
of  the  statement  just  made — that  is 
one  side  of  the  story.  The  other  side  of 
the  story  is  that  the  sugar  producers 
have  made  available  to  the  American 
people  ample  and  dependable  supplies  of 
this  basic  commodity  at  a  cheaper  aver¬ 
age  price  than  the  people  of  any  other 
nation  in  history  has  enjoyed. 

To  offset  those  payments  processing 
taxes  are  levied  in  a  larger  amount.  The 
Government  actually  makes  a  profit.  So, 
if  you  look  at  the  two  sides  of  the  coin, 
you  can  see  it  does  make  sense. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
my  colleague  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  (Mr.  Obey)  . 

(Mr.  OBEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this 
committee  has  done  an  excellent  job  in 
revising  the  budget  for  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  most  espe¬ 
cially  in  restoring  the  funds  for  the  ACP 


and  the  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Service  as  well  as  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  indicate 
my  support  for  this  bill  because  I  believe, 
in  general,  it  does  an  excellent  job  of 
providing  funds  for  several  agriculture 
programs  which  have  proven  their  worth. 

The  committee  recommended,  among 
other  things,  that  funding  for  the  ACP 
and  special  milk  programs  be  restored. 

While  President  Nixon  recommended 
no  funding  for  either  of  these  programs 
in  his  budget,  I  am  most  happy  that  the 
committee  restored  both  to  roughly  their 
funding  levels  of  this  year. 

The  committee  also  has  my  full  sup¬ 
port  in  its  recommendation  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  release  $20  million 
which  will  be  put  into  a  special  reserve 
fund  for  rural  electric  co-ops. 

I  am  also  pleased  with  the  committee 
recommendation  of  $56  million  for  water 
and  waste  disposal  grants  to  be  made  by 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  a 
recommendation  which  exceeds  the  ad¬ 
ministration  request  by  $32  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  these  recommen¬ 
dations,  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  recognized  the  importance  of  con¬ 
servation  and  pollution  prevention  pro¬ 
grams,  rural  development  and  the  need 


to  continue  to  provide  nutritious  foods  to 
thousands  of  our  children  through  school 
programs. 

These  programs  have  proven  their 
worth  in  the  past,  they  have  earned  their 
continuation  for  the  future. 

I  rise  at  this  time  also,  to  announce 
that  at  the  proper  time  I  will  be  offer¬ 
ing  an  amendment  to  increase  by  $1.5 
million  the  funds  available  under  this  bill 
for  research  in  nonchemical  methods  of 
controlling  pests. 

In  the  past  10  years  the  threat  to  our 
environment  presented  by  the  excessive 
use  of  pesticides  has  been  broadly  rec¬ 
ognized.  Indications  are  that  the  problem 
will  be  even  more  serious  10  years  from 
now,  unless  we  develop  alternatives  to 
chemical  methods  of  pest  control. 

Manufacturer  sales  of  pesticides  have 
been  increasing  10  to  15  percent  annual¬ 
ly.  By  1985,  they  will  increase  another 
sixfold. 

We  all  know  of  the  recent  studies 
which  found  DDT  in  584  of  590  samples 
of  fish  taken  from  45  rivers  and  lakes 
across  the  United  States,  dieldrin  in 
75  percent  of  the  lakes  and  rivers  sam¬ 
pled,  and  heptachlor  and/or  heptachlor 
expoxide  in  32  percent,  and  chlordane 
in  22  percent. 

The  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  has  re- 
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ported  the  detection  of  pesticides  in  76 
of  79  samples  of  drinking  \yater  sup¬ 
plies  around  the  country.  At  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  the  USDA  reports  residues  of 
aldrin  and  dieldrin  are  already  equi¬ 
valent  to  maximum  acceptable  daily  in¬ 
take  recommended  by  the  health 
organization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  I  will 
be  introducing  today  is  based  on  an  ex¬ 
change  of  letters  between  officials  at  the 
USDA.  and  Senator  Gaylord  Nelson  of 
Wisconsin. 

One  month  after  presenting  their 
budget  to  the  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  Department  officials 
wrote  to  Senator  Nelson  admitting  that, 
in  addition  to  the  funds  requested,  they 
could  utilize  effectively  $4.4  million  for 
research  on  nonchemical  means  of  pest 
control,  and  $2.6  million  for  the  staffing 
of  pesticide  research  laboratories. 

The  additional  research  funds  could 
be  used  for  such  research  projects  as  bio¬ 
logical  control  of  citrus  fruit  insects,  the 
development  of  nonpersistent  pest  con¬ 
trol  methods,  including  hormonal  insec¬ 
ticides,  research  on  biological  control  of 
cotton  insects,  and  expanded  research  on 
biological  control  of  the  cotton  boll 
weevil,  including  the  use  of  the  sterile 
male  technique. 

To  their  great  credit,  this  committee 
recommends  the  addition  of  $2.3  million 
for  the  staffing  of  these  pesticide  labora¬ 
tories.  It  did  not,  however,  add  the  $4.4 
million  for  research  programs,  and  that 
is  why  this  amendment  is  here. 

Under  normal  circumstance,  I  am  sure 
that  none  of  us  would  find  surprising  a 
Government  agency  admitting  that  it 
could  use  more  money.  But  in  light  of 
the  extremely  slow  pace  at  which  the 
USDA  responded  to  the  problem  of  pes¬ 
ticides  and  to  pesticide  use,  I  think  their 
admission  now  that  they  can  effectively 
use  these  funds  is  significant. 

We  need  a  total  commitment  to  seek 
nonchemical  means  of  pest  control.  The 
report  of  the  Commission  on  Pesticides 
and  Their  Relationship  to  Environmental 
Health — Mark  report — recently  recom¬ 
mended  that  a  “vigorous  specific  program 
should  be  created  to  bring  the  100  most 
serious  insect  pest  species  of  the  United 
States  under  optimal  control.”  These  100 
most  wanted  culprits,  the  report  indi¬ 
cated,  require  about  80  percent  of  the 
insecticides  now  in  use.  The  American 
Chemical  Society  recently  reported  that 
the  eradication  of  just  three  pests — the 
boll  weevil,  the  bollworm,  and  the  cod¬ 
dling  moth — could  reduce  the  amount  of 
insecticides  applied  annually  in  the 
United  States  by  an  estimated  40  percent. 

I  represent  one  of  the  15  most  agri¬ 
cultural  districts  in  the  Congress.  I  am 
also  vitally  interested  in  conservation. 

The  argument  is  often  made: 

Don’t  ban  pesticides  such  as  DDT  and  other 
chlorinated  hydrocarbons  until  we  have  the 
facts,  until  we  know  what  alternatives  are 
available. 

I  am  saying  with  this  amendment: 
All  right,  let  us  make  a  greater  effort  to 
find  these  answers. 

I  would  like  to  find  some  of  these  an¬ 
swers  to  pest  control  questions  before  our 
farmers  are  backed  up  against  a  wall. 


This  amendment  will  not  go  far  in  that 
regard,  but  it  will  be  a  signal  to  the 
USDA  to  be  more  aggressive  in  their 
approach  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  (Mr.  Andrews)  . 

(Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  just  heard  a  statement 
made  about  payment  limitations,  and 
payment  limitations  are  the  quick  and 
easy  way  of  getting  headlines  today. 
There  are  those  politicians  who  would 
have  everyone  in  urban  American  areas 
think  that  they  are  going  to  get  food 
cheaper,  and  that  they  are  going  to  have 
their  tax  dollars  cut  down,  if  only  we 
have  payment  limitations. 

I  think  frankly  that  we  do  need  to 
put  payment  limitations  into  effect  if  for 
no  other  reason  than  to  preserve  the 
farm  program  that  is  providing  this  Na¬ 
tion  with  abundant  food  at  a  lower  cost 
than  any  other  country  in  this  world, 
but  I  do  not  believe  we  should  enact 
payment  limitations  by  following  the 
headline  hunters  without  at  least  know¬ 
ing  the  basic  facts. 

One  of  the  objections  brought  up  was 
the  fact  that  there  was  a  large  payment 
to  a  sugar  cane  company  in  a  State 
not  my  own,  Florida,  I  believe,  and 
another  one  in  the  State  of  California. 
I  represent  sugar  beet  growers,  and  there 
is  not  a  single  sugar  beet  grower  in  my 
district  who  would  be  hurt  by  the  $20,- 
000  limitation  the  gentleman  is  propos¬ 
ing  so  supposedly  I  could  go  along  with 
the  amendment.  But,  it  is  not  fair  to 
intimidate  people  who  are  contributing 
to  the  economy  of  the  United  States  by 
producing  cane  sugar  here  in  this  coun¬ 
try — and  by  limiting  cane  payments  the 
entire  sugar  program  would  be  in  jeop¬ 
ardy. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  GAO  report, 
“Comptroller  General’s  Report  to  the 
Congress,”  it  is  Report  No.  B-118622,  and 
it  is  dated  September  23,  1969. 

It  says : 

The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
undertook  this  review  to  determine  why  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  producers  were  not  marketing 
the  amount  of  sugar  authorized  by  the  act, 
since  it  appeared  that  substantial  benefits— 

And  these  are  their  words — 
including  a  beneficial  effect  on  the  U.S.  bal- 
ance-of-payments  position,  were  available  if 
domestic  sugar  producers  marketed  sugar  to 
the  extent  of  their  authorized  quotas. 

They  go  on  to  their  findings  and  they 
say: 

GAO  believes  that  the  continuing  severity 
of  the  U.S.  balance-of-payments  situation 
should  be  a  major  consideration  in  allocating 
continuing,  long-term  deficits. 

They  go  on  to  say  further: 

In  view  of  the  significant  benefits  which 
would  accrue  to  the  domestic  sugar  industry 
and  the  beneficial  effect  on  the  U.S.  balance- 
of-payments  position  through  a  reduction  in 
the  outflow  of  dollars,  GAO — 

And  obviously,  this  is  a  noninvolved 
group — 

GAO  recommends  that  the  Congress  in  its 
extension  of  the  legislation — which  expires 
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on  December  31,  1971 — consider  modification 
of  the  deficit  allocation  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  to  enable  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  allocate  continu¬ 
ing,  long-term  deficits-  of  a  domestic  area  to 
other  domestic  areas  rather  than  to  foreign 
countries. 

Here  the  General  Accounting  Office 
finds  that  it  is  in  the  taxpayers’  best 
interest  for  us  to  produce  more  of  our 
sugar  here,  because  of  the  favorable  effect 
on  the  balance  of  payments  and  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  outflow  of  dollars. 

The  sugar  act  is  not  a  money  consum¬ 
ing  program — it  is  a  money  earning  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  in  fairness  this  side  of  the 
picture  should  be  brought  out  in  the  de¬ 
bate  instead  of  just  dragging  these  big 
payments  through  the  press  in  order  to 
gain  headlines. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of^North  Dakota.  I 
am  glad  to  yield  to  my  good  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wholeheartedly  agree  with  my  dear 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  (Mr.  Andrews).  The  gentleman 
will  recall  that  last  year  we  prevailed 
upon  the  House  to  exclude  sugar  from 
the  limitation  on  subsidy  payments.  We 
appealed  to  the  House  on  the  basis  that 
the  sugar  program  is  entirely  different 
from  programs  covering  wheat,  cotton, 
feed  grains,  and  other  crops.  We  pointed 
to  the  fact  that  while  on  the  one  hand 
subsidy  payments  are  made  to  those  who 
do  not  grow  anything,  on  the  other 
hand,  in  the  case  of  sugar,  compliance 
payments,  not  subsidies,  are  paid  to 
sugar  growers  out  of  a  special  tax  im¬ 
posed  on  sugar  growers  alone  for  sugar 
grown  and  processed.  By  payment  of  this 
processing  tax  the  sugar  industry  has 
paid  into  the  Federal  Treasury  in  excess 
of  $500  million  over  and  above  the  cost  of 
the  program  since  1948  when  the  Sugar 
Act  was  first  enacted. 

To  treat  sugar  on  the  same  basis  as 
other  agricultural  commodities,  there¬ 
fore,  would  be  doing  a  grave  injustice  to 
the  sugar  producers.  As  the  gentleman 
from  North  Dakota  has  well  pointed  out, 
the  program  has  been  of  benefit  to  the 
taxpayers.  It  has  not  cost  him  a  penny 
and  he  has  in  fact  profited  from  the 
Sugar  Act,  which  is  the  most  effective 
agricultural  measure  ever  enacted  by 
Congress.  The  consumer  too  has  bene¬ 
fited.  While  in  Russia  consumers  pay  as 
much  as  50  cents  a  pound  for  sugar,  here 
in  the  United  States  the  consumer  has 
paid  a  stable  price  of  about  12  cents  a 
pound  ever  since  the  Sugar  Act  was  en¬ 
acted. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Sugar 
Act,  the  price  of  sugar  was  jumping  from 
10  cents  up  to  $1  a  pound,  dependent 
upon  the  supply.  But  since  the  Sugar 
Act  was  enacted,  the  consumer  in  Amer¬ 
ica  has  enjoyed  a  stable  and  most  rea¬ 
sonable  price  of  any  country  in  the 
world. 

The  amendment  which  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Findley)  proposes  to 
offer  includes  a  limitation  on  sugar  com¬ 
pliance  payments.  It  carries  with  it  an 
injustice  which  should  not  be  allowed 
by  this  House. 
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I  voted  against  the  Conte  amendment 
last  year,  even  though  it  exempted  sug¬ 
ar  from  its  limitation  provision.  I  was 
strongly  of  the  belief  then  that  it  would 
have  ruined  an  agricultural  program 
which  has  maintained  stability  in  our 
most  essential  agricultural  industry.  I 
am  still  of  that  belief.  . 

The  Findley  amendment  would  go 
further  and  destroy  an  even  more  suc¬ 
cessful  program— the  Sugar  Act.  I  there¬ 
fore  urge  the  defeat  of  the  amendment 
which  the  gentleman  of  Illinois  (Mr. 
Findley)  proposes. 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  contribution 
of  my  good  friend  and  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

I  think  that  in  summation,  we  want  to 
point  out  that  the  sugar  program  is  a 
program  from  which  the  Government 
makes  a  proft  and,  secondly,  the  consu¬ 
mer  of  sugar  in  this  country  gets  his  or 
her  sugar  at  a  cheaper  price  than  the 
average  price  paid  by  sugar  consumers  in 
other  countries. 

Let  me  again  make  the  record  explic¬ 
itly  clear,  because  there  will  be  those 
who  will  dig  out  the  so-called  world  price 
of  sugar  and  say  that  it  is  3  cents  or  4 
cents. 

The  so-called  world  price  of  sugar  is 
not  the  price  that  most  people  pay.  The 
world  price  is  a  distress  price  for  dumped 
sugar  that  has  no  home.  Virtually  95  per¬ 
cent  of  sugar  that  moves  in  world  trade 
moves  under  agreements  and  the  cost  to 
the  average  consumer  wherever  they  are, 
in  Russia  as  my  colleague  suggested,  or 
in  Europe  or  in  South  America,  is  higher 
than  it  is  here  in  the  United  States. 

I  would  hope  that  in  the  discussion  of 
payment  limitation  we  do  not  go  off  the 
deep  end  and  begin  talking  about  pro¬ 
grams  without  considering  all  the  facts 
that  are  involved  in  these  specific  pro¬ 
grams. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  (Mr.  McFall),  a 
member  of  the  committee. 

(Mr.  McFALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  '  17923.  Chairman 
Whitten  and  his  subcommittee  have 
done  an  outstanding  job  in  fashioning 
a  bill  that  is  responsive  to  the  changing 
needs  of  agriculture  and  at  the  same  time 
giving  full  weight  to  the  increasing  re¬ 
sponsibility  placed  upon  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  provide  additional 
services  for  the  entire  population. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  the  bill  appropriately  could  be 
termed  “an  appropriation  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  public  health,”  or  “for  the 
protection  of  industry  and  labor.”  It 
could  be  called  the  “Rural  Development 
Act  of  1971,”  or  “the  antipopulation  bill.” 
It  provides  funds  for  all  of  the  respon¬ 
sibilities  the  Congress  has  assigned  to 
the  Department. 

Appropriate  emphasis  is  placed  by  the 
committee  on  the  essential  nature  of 
agriculture  in  the  economy  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  and  history’s  lesson  that  the  seeds 
of  the  Great  Depression  were  sown  by  the 
failure  of  our  Government  to  maintain 
farm  exports  and  the  farmers’  purchas¬ 
ing  power. 


It  is  particularly  heartening  to  note 
the  recognition  given  in  the  bill  to  the 
need  for  additional  personnel  within  the 
Department  to  handle  the  increase  in 
workload  brought  about  by  greatly  ex¬ 
panded  programs.  Funds  are  provided 
for  an  additional  2,533  employees  to 
carry  out  the  expanded  programs  of 
meat  and  poultry  inspection,  to  staff  in¬ 
creased  efforts  to  alleviate  hunger  and 
malnutrition  through  food  distribution 
undertakings,  to  meet  vital  research 
needs,  soil  conservation  programs,  and 
to  handle  greatly  enlarged  responsibili¬ 
ties  of  the  Famers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
would  receive  the  largest  number  of  ad¬ 
ditional  positions,  903,  with  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  and  related  consumer 
protection  programs  close  behind  at  749. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  provided  Chairman 
Whitten’s  subcommittee  with  factual 
information  about  the  large  increase  in 
workload  since  1965  of  a  Farmers  Home 
Administration  office  in  my  district.  In 
that  year  the  office  processed  about  150 
applications  for  loan  assistance  with  only 
three  staff  members.  In  1969,  the  case¬ 
load  had  risen  to  300,  with  only  an  ad¬ 
ditional  part-time  employee.  This  dou¬ 
bling  of  the  work  occurred  due  to  con¬ 
gressional  expansion  of  programs  for  ru¬ 
ral  housing,  water  and  sewer  facilities  in 
rural  areas,  and  such  innovations  as  self- 
help  housing  for  low-income  residents. 

Since  1960,  FHA’s  program  levels  have 
increased  624  percent;  loans  outstand¬ 
ing  have  increased  472  percent,  and  col¬ 
lections  have  risen  248  percent.  To  as¬ 
sure  the  proper  functioning  of  this 
agency,  which  is  a  principal  arm  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  dealing  with  the 
problems  of  rural  America,  it  is  essential 
that  adequate  administration  and  tech¬ 
nical  services  be  provided. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  carefully  de¬ 
veloped  bill,  designed  to  meet  the  needs 
of  our  rural  population  and  urban  resi¬ 
dents  who  ^depend  upon  the  services  we 
have  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  urge  its  approval. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  my  colleague  from  Minnesota  such 
time  as  he  may  desire. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
commend  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  step  they  are  taking  today 
to  assure  every  child  from  a  household 
with  an  income  below  the  poverty  level 
a  free  or  reduced-price  lunch.  With 
House  approval  of  committee  action  we 
will  be  well  on  the  way  toward  achieving 
our  goal  of  ending  hunger  and  malnutri¬ 
tion  in  this  country. 

Less  than  1  month  ago,  the  President 
signed  H.R.  515,  a  bill  amending  and 
improving  child  feeding  programs  con¬ 
ducted  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  and  Child  Nutrition  Act.  That  act 
was  initiated  by  this  House  and  spon¬ 
sored  jointly  by  myself  and  my  colleague 
from  Kentucky,  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  our  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor,  Carl  Perkins.  One  of  its  major 
provisions  calls  upon  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  establish  national  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  poverty  level,  which  shall  be 
used  by  all  school  districts  that  serve 


school  lunch  with  the  aid  of  Federal 
cash  or  commodities  to  determine  who  is 
eligible  for  a  free  or  reduced-price  lunch. 
Application  for  eligibility  is  to  consist  of 
a  simple  certification  of  income  level  by 
the  child’s  parents  or  guardian. 

Now  the  time  has  come  to  make  sure 
there  are  sufficient  funds  available  to 
enable  school  districts  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mand  for  these  free  and  reduced-price 
meals.  Such  meals  must  be  served  to  all 
children  from  farm  households  of  four 
with  incomes  of  less  than  $3,200  and 
nonfarm  households  of  four  with  incomes 
of  less  than  $3,800.  Exactly  how  many 
children  that  will  cover  neither  we  nor 
the  administration  are  sure,  but  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  cost  will  far  exceed  the 
$200  million  sought  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  for  this  portion  of  the  school  lunch 
program. 

Last  May,  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  I  introduced  legislation  to 
secure  an  additional  $100  million  to  sup¬ 
port  the  free  and  reduced-price  lunch 
program,  and  the  House  backed  us  al¬ 
most  unanimously.  The  Senate  insisted 
on  providing  only  $30  million.  We  com¬ 
promised  to  be  sure  of  obtaining  that 
amount  in  time  to  help  schools  that  were 
facing  a  funding  emergency.  To  do  the 
job  contemplated  by  our  authorizing 
legislation  is  going  to  require  an  indefi¬ 
nite  sum.  Nobody  can  project  this  far  in 
advance  of  the  start  of  the  school  year 
the  ultimate  costs.  Therefore,  the  ap¬ 
proach  taken  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  today  is  the  best  possible  one 
at  this  juncture. 

I  commend  the  committee  in  its  report 
on  this  bill  for  their  recognition  of  the 
problem  and  their  recommendations : 

The  Administration  has  not  had  time  to 
provide  estimates  on  which  the  Committee 
can  act,  and  funds  provided,  though  exten¬ 
sive,  are  not  specifically  based  on  these 
amended  provisions.  The  Committee  recog¬ 
nizes  their  far-reaching  effect  and,  where 
necessary,  authorizes  the  administration  of 
the  program  at  a  quarterly  rate  in  excess  of 
the  annual  amounts  recommended  in  this 
bill  until  such  time  as  the  program  esti¬ 
mates  can  be  reviewed  in  connection  with 
the  first  supplemental. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  action  means  that 
the  Congress  is  releasing  both  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  local  school  govern¬ 
ments  to  do  their  utmost  to  fulfill  our 
intent  in  passing  the  authorizing  legisla¬ 
tion.  As  the  President’s  adviser  on  nutri¬ 
tion,  Dr.  John  Mayer  of  Harvard,  said 
last  Christmas  Eve: 

To  feed  needy  children,  it  will  cost  what  it 
will  cost. 

That  is  the  only  way  to  implement  our 
bill,  to  seek  out  every  needy  child  and 
place  lunch  before  him  rather  than 
awaiting  funds  before  attempting  to  per¬ 
form  this  outreach  task.  I  congratulate 
the  committee  on  the  leeway  and  on  the 
impetus  it  has  given  in  its  bill. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
(Mr.  Price)  . 

(Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  PRICE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  difficult  to  imagine  a  more  ill-timed 
amendment  than  that  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois.  It  can  result 
only  in  mischief.  It  would  seem  to  apply 
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to  the  combination  of  all  payments  for¬ 
mulated  or  made  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  the  1971  crop  year  pro¬ 
grams.  Obviously,  there  could  be  no  pay¬ 
ments  for  crops  for  which  no  legislative 
authorization  exists.  Apparently,  as  of 
the  present  legislative  situation,  it  would 
apply  only  to  extra-long-staple  cotton 
and  sugar.  It  would  apply  to  wheat  cer¬ 
tificate  payments,  provided  the  wheat 
program  passed  by  the  Congress  in  1962 
was  approved  by  farmers  in  a  referen¬ 
dum  to  be  held  later  this  summer.  How¬ 
ever,  the  result  of  the  referendum  held 
in  1963  indicates  that  farmers  would  not 
approve  this  program  by  the  necessary 
two-thirds  majority  and  there  would  be 
no  authority  for  making  wheat  certif¬ 
icate  payments. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  at  present 
there  is  no  legislative  authority  for 
making  any  payments  for  the  1971  crops 
of  upland  cotton,  wool,  and  feed  grains. 
It  would  appear  that  this  amendment 
is  intended  to  apply  to  substantive  law 
that  has  not  yet  even  been  approved  by 
the  Congress.  At  best,  this  would  appear 
to  be  a  dubious  and  counter-productive 
procedure  for  this  House.  I  do  not  see 
how  it  could  do  anything  but  complicate 
the  problem  of  passing  sound  farm  leg¬ 
islation  to  replace  that  expiring  with  the 
1965  act.  This  issue  has  been  before  the 
House  several  times  before,  accompanied 
by  voluminous  statistics  to  show  the 
number  of  payees  that  would  have  been 
affected  in  the  past  year  had  such  a 
limitation  been  in  effect  and  the  amount 
of  dollars  that  would  have  been  saved. 
Despite  all  this,  the  issue  is  one  that  is 
still  not  fully  resolved  in  the  Agriculture 
Committee. 

The  posiiton  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  as  set  out  today,  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

It  is  our  feeling  that  consideration,  of 
all  limitations  at  this  time  is  premature  in 
view  of  the  likelihood  that  new  farm  leg¬ 
islation  will  be  before  you  soon.  As  we 
stated  to  you  last  year  when  this  matter 
was  under  consideration,  we  feel  strongly 
that  payment  limits  could  be  handled  on 
a  sound  basis  as  a  part  of  a  total  legis¬ 
lative  program.  To  enact  a  limit  before  the 
total  program  is  known  runs  the  risk  of 
creating  great  confusion  and  uncertainty 
and  perhaps  unsound  legislation. 

It  is  our  strong  view  that  any  limits  es¬ 
tablished  should  be  on  the  basis  of  individ¬ 
ual  crops  and  not  on  a  total  farm  basis  be¬ 
cause  individual  crops  are  harvested  at  dif¬ 
ferent  times  during  the  year  and  payments 
are  made  at  different  times.  The  application 
of  a  total  farm  limit  becomes  administra¬ 
tively  very  difficult.  However,  the  admin¬ 
istrative  difficulty  is  not  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  objection.  The  most  important  one  is 
the  difficulty  that  would  be  created  for  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  to  whom  the  individual  lim¬ 
its  might  apply.  Amounts  of  some  payments 
would  p.ot  be  known  until  after  the  cropping 
season  and  it  would,  therefore,  be  almost  im¬ 
possible  for  a  farmer  to  properly  apportion 
his  acreages  to  take  full  advantage  of  the 
commodity  program  without  penalty. 

It  is  also  our  strong  conviction  that  any 
limitation  on  payments  should  be  based  on  a 
sliding  scale  rather  than  a  specific  dollar 
limit. 

We  are  now  beginning  to  grasp  some  of 
the  complexities  and  hope  soon  we  will 
be  able  to  share  our  findings  and  views 
with  our  colleagues.  At  this  time,  let  me 
point  out  a  few  outstanding  examples  of 


the  confusion  surrounding  this  issue.  All 
of  us  implicitly  or  explicitly  tend  to  think 
in  terms  of  one  farmer  corresponding  to 
one  farm  and  one  crop.  This  is  not  the 
situation  at  all.  For  example,  only  about 
5  percent  of  the  feed  grain  payments  of 
$20,000  or  more  go  to  farmers  who  grow 
no  wheat,  cotton,  or  wool.  In  fact,  a  lim¬ 
itation  of  this  size  applied  to  all  com¬ 
modity  programs  combined  would  drive 
about  one-fifth  of  the  feed  grain  coop¬ 
erating  acreage  in  Texas  outside  of  the 
program.  Participating  acreage  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Arizona  would  drop  about 
one-half  and  three-fourths,  respectively. 
There  would  thus  be  no  effective  feed 
grain  program  in  these  States.  This  ob¬ 
viously  would  mean  low  corn  prices  in 
Illinois  or  else  higher  diversion  at  addi¬ 
tional  cost  in  the  other  feed  grain  areas. 

An  even  more  important  complication, 
however,  is  not  the  combinations  of  vari¬ 
ous  crops,  but  rather  the  combinations 
of  multiple  producers  on  one  farm  com¬ 
bined  with  the  fact  that  most  large  pro¬ 
ducers  have  some  interest  in  a  crop  on 
more  than  one  farm.  These  aspects  are 
still  being  studied  by  the  Agriculture 
Committee  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  There  is  some  evidence  that  the 
assumed  one  to  one  correspondence  be¬ 
tween  a  farm  and  a  payee  under  these 
programs  is  typical  of  only  one-fifth  to 
one-third  of  the  situations  that  would  be 
affected  by  such  a  payment  limitation. 
This  may  be  another  way  of  saying  that 
perhaps  the  advocates  of  this  limitation 
may  be  only  20 -percent  correct  in  their 
analysis  of  the  results  thereof.  Certainly, 
the  House  should  not  express  itself  again 
on  this  issue  until  it  has  been  acted  on 
by  the  appropriate  committee  and  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  committee  report.  This  is 
especially  true  since  if  we  resist  dubious 
and  harmful  prejudgments,  prospects  are 
good  that  such  a  proposition  adequately 
studied  and  supported  will  very  soon  be 
put  before  the  House. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  (Mr.  Conte)  . 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
making  my  speech,  I  want  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  my  good  friend, 
Mr.  Whitten,  a  question.  I  am  referring 
to  section  508  on  page  39,  to  which  I  was 
going  to  offer  an  amendment  on  farm 
subsidy  payments.  I  will  explain  later 
what  I  was  going  to  do  on  this,  but  would 
the  gentleman  agree  with  me  that  this 
section  here  will  not  carry  over  to  June 
30,  1971? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  to  my  colleague  that  it  would  so  so, 
but  if  the  gentleman  will  bear  with  me 
and  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  to  me, 
I  will  yield  him  additional  time,  and  I 
will  explain  what  is  involved  in  this. 

Having  handled  this  in  other  years 
and  having  faced  other  amendments 
which  would  change  substantive  law,  at 
least  we  had  the  law  before  us,  and  it  was 
my  belief  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  concurred  in  by  the  Members  I 
have  had  a  chance  to  talk  to,  that  with 
the  farm  legislation  not  even  reported  as 
yet  to  the  House  and  not  passed  by  the 
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Congress,  and  since  it  will  have  to  be 
renewed  this  year,  it  was  our  belief  that 
we,  as  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
and  as  an  arm  of  the  House,  should 
not  in  advance  by  an  appropriation  bill 
try  to  tie  the  hands  of  the  Congress 
as  well  as  that  of  the  committee  in 
whatever  farm  legislation  we  wish  to 
pass,  so  we  wrote  the  provision — I 
wrote  it  frankly — strictly  on  the  basis 
that  whatever  we  do  here  should  not  tie 
the  hands  of  the  Congress  itself  in  sub¬ 
stantive  law. 

I  do  think  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  may  have  miscon¬ 
strued  this — at  least,  he  construes  it  dif¬ 
ferently  from  what  I  do,  so  I  may  explain 
it  the  way  I  construe  it.  I  am  reading 
section  508 : 

No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this 
Act  shall  be  used  to  change  any  price  sup¬ 
port  program  payment  or  payments,  or  com¬ 
modity  loan  or  loans  in  any  manner,  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  modify  substantive 
law. 

So  any  substantive  law  that  we  may 
pass  would  stand  on  its  own  and  would 
not  find  itself  modified  by  something 
we  passed  before  that  substantive  leg¬ 
islation  was  passed  by  the  House.  So 
what  this  does  is  maintain  the  status 
quo  of  any  law  we  may  hereafter  pass. 
That  was  the  intent.  The  sole  purpose 
was  to  keep  us  from  trying  to  dictate 
legislation  against  desires  of  the 
committee. 

If,  when  we  get  to  section  508,  we 
have  not  amended  in  advance  the  legis¬ 
lation  that  has  not  yet  been  passed,  I 
would  have  no  objection  personally  to 
recommending  to  the  subcommittee  that 
we  delete  it  on  the  ground  that  we  no 
longer  need  it. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  think  that  is  a  fair 
statement  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  and  I  appreciate  it,  because  I 
understand  that  an  amendment  to  limit 
farm  subsidies  will  be  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

As  the  author  of  the  amendment  for 
a  $20,000  payment  limitation,  the  only 
one  that  has  ever  passed  this  House, 
which  I  offered  on  two  different  occa¬ 
sions,  which  was  passed  by  this  House  on 
roll  calls  on  two  different  occasions,  The 
Members  can  realize  how  deeply  inter¬ 
ested  I  am  in  this  subject  matter.  I  have 
fought  long  and  hard  for  this  reform. 

I  certainly  would  prefer  that  we  avoid 
the  battle  today. 

A  year  ago  my  amendment  to  limit 
subsidies  passed  by  an  82-vote  margin, 
a  net  gain  of  12  votes  over  the  margin 
of  victory  in  1968.  Nevertheless,  the  other 
body  failed  to  go  along. 

This  year  I  am  convinced  that  the 
chances  for  success  in  the  other  body 
are  excellent.  I  would  not  want  to  jeo¬ 
pardize  those  chances  today  by  a  vote 
that  reflects  less  than  the  total  support 
existing  here  in  the  House. 

A  year  ago,  when  my  amendment  to 
the  1970  appropriation  bill  was  under 
discussion,  opponents  said  that  the  place 
to  consider  such  an  amendment  was  on 
the  authorizing  legislation.  We  were  able 
to  counter  that  objection  by  noting  that 
a  farm  bill  was  not  expected  for  another 
year.  We  cannot  make  that  argument 
today,  for,  despite  the  present  logjam 
in  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  I 
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am  convinced  that  sooner  or  later,  per¬ 
haps  within  a  month,  we  will  have  a 
farm  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Sooner  or  later,  perhaps 
within  a  month,  we  will  have  a  farm  bill. 
Then  will  be  the  most  appropriate  time 
to  enact  a  comprehensive  amendment 
which  limits  subsidies,  and  does  so  within 
maximum  effect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  worth  not¬ 
ing  that  progress  has  been  made  toward 
adopting  this  reform  not  only  as  reflected 
in  public  opinion  polls,  but  in  the  actions 
and  statements  of  Agriculture  Secretary 
Clifford  M.  Hardin  as  well.  A  few  months 
ago  the  Secretary  unveiled  a  proposal  for 
a  payment  limitation  on  a  sliding  scale 
that  would  permit  payments  up  to  $110,- 
000  per  crop  to  a  producer.  While  I  con¬ 
sider  that  level  ridiculously  high,  and 
have  so  advised  the  Secretary,  it  is  none¬ 
theless  significant  that  for  the  first  time 
a  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  come  out 
for  a  subsidy  ceiling. 

More  recently,  Assistant  Secretary 
Clarence  D.  Palmby  reportedly  indicated 
to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  that 
the  Department  was  prepared  to  sup¬ 
port  a  substantially  lower  ceiling. 

So  there  has  indeed  been  some  prog¬ 
ress,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Now  I  am  not  under  any  illusion  that 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee  is 
likely  to  report  a  bill  with  a  payment  lim¬ 
itation  low  enough  to  produce  the  sav¬ 
ings  I  consider  essential.  But  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  give  them  that  chance. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  knows, 
and  I  know  that  this  is  not  the  proper 
place.  We  have  talked  about  it.  I  want 
to  lay  my  cards  on  the  table  with  him, 
because  I  talked  to  him  on  Thursday, 
and  told  him  I  thought  this  was  not  the 
proper  place.  I  tried  to  reach  him  in  Illi¬ 
nois  on  Friday,  to  tell  him  this  was  not 
the  proper  place. 

What  good  is  a  limitation  if  we  allow 
the  gigantic  corporate  farmers,  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  have  large  entities,  to  subdivide 
their  properties  and  get  around  the  law? 
Then  we  do  not  save  the  taxpayers  any¬ 
thing. 

Surely,  we  could  grab  a  headline  for 
back  home,  but  what  will  we  have  done 
to  save  the  taxpayers  any  money?  That 
is  what  I  am  interested  in. 

My  $10,000  per  crop  limitation  would 
put  firm,  hard  language  in  there  to  pre¬ 
vent  them  from  subdividing,  and  would 
save  the  taxpayers  up  to  $338  million 
a  year. 

Let  me  state  something  else.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  and  I  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie],  met 
with  an  ad  hoc  committee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  a  very  fine  group 
of  people,  including  Mrs.  May,  Mr. 
Kleppe,  Mr.  Purcell,  and  several  others. 
We  hammered  away  at  this  thing,  trying 
to  come  out  to  a  compromise  figure.  We 
had  reached  an  informal  agreement 
where  we  had  a  compromise  figure  which 
would  have  saved  the  taxpayers  millions. 
They  were  going  to  bring  that  back  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  get  a  vote 


from  them.  Of  course,  we  all  know  the 
rest  of  the  story.  That  thing  blew  up. 

As  I  have  said  repeatedly,  an  agricul¬ 
ture  bill  will  come  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  one  way  or  the  other,  and  what  if 
they  don’t  pass  a  farm  bill  out  of  commit¬ 
tee,  the  experts  tell'  me  that  if  it  does 
expire,  we  do  not  have  to  worry  about 
limitations  any  longer  aside  from  sugar, 
because  then  the  whole  payment  pro¬ 
gram  goes  out  the  window  and  they  come 
back  with  a  loan  program. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Washington. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  would  briefly  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  I  commend  him  for 
stating  the  true  facts  of  what  is  going  on 
in  an  attempt  to  come  up  with  a  reason¬ 
able  and  livable  solution  on  ceiling  pay¬ 
ments.  We  have  been  very  grateful  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  for  meeting  with 
our  bipartisan  ad  hoc  committee  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  chairman  of  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  really  to  join  this 
issue  in  a  wise  way  based  on  the  facts 
and  the  desires  of  the  House.  That  is 
why  I  am  so  grateful  that  he  spelled  this 
out  to  show  how  serious  a  mistake  we 
would  make  if  we  attempt  to  legislate  at 
this  time  in  the  wrong  area  when  there  is 
such  a  very  good  chance  that  we  are 
going  to  be  able  to  do  it  in  the  right  way. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  making  this 
clear. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  commend  the 
gentleman  for  bringing  this  point  out 
and  describing  the  amendment  as  it  has 
been  proposed  in  previous  years  as  com¬ 
pletely  unworkable.  Land  operated  by  a 
person  or  corporation  can  be  divided  and 
subdivided  and  I  defy  anybody  to  come 
up  with  any  language  that  will  avoid 
getting  around  such  a  limitation  when 
on  an  appropriation  bill.  It  seems  to  me 
the  best  way  to  apply  a  limitation  really, 
if  you  want  a  limitation,  is  to  provide 
that  the  Secretary  shall  limit  the  total 
payments  to  a  percentage  of  the  value 
of  the  crop,  and  then  it  is  up  to  him 
by  regulation  which  can  be  changed  as 
necessary  to  do  the  job. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the 
gentleman  for  bringing  out  how  unwork¬ 
able  the  language  is  that  can  be  at¬ 
tached  under  our  rules  to  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
can  come  up  with  language  and  some  real 
tight  language  here,  but  we  just  cannot 
do  it  in  an  appropriation  bill,  because 
we  would  be  legislating  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  So  this  is  a  very  hard  pill  for 
me  to  swallow,  because  I  have  carried 
the  fight  myself  here  a  number  of  times. 
But  unfortunately  I  lost  it  in  the  Senate. 
If  we  do  win  on  the  legislative 
bill — and  I  am  sure  that  we  will  win  on 
it  next  year — we  will  have  an  appropria¬ 
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tion  bill  coming  up  and  we  will  carry  the 
fight  on  there.  But  we  do  have  a  legis¬ 
lative  bill  which  is  on  the  threshold  of 
coming  out,  that  is  the  best  bill  to  tack 
on  my  amendment. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  commend  the  gentleman 
for  the  position  he  has  taken  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  I  would  also  be  strongly 
in  favor  of  a  limitation  of  payments  in 
this  bill  if  we  did  not  have  an  authoriz¬ 
ing  bill  coming  up  very  soon.  Even 
though  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  is 
in  a  rather  dismal  position  on  the  bill, 
I  am  sure  that  they  will  get  a  bill  out, 
and  I  am  confident  that. they  will.  I  am 
also  confident  that  they  will  come  out 
with  a  limitation  of  payments.  It  takes 
a  great  deal  of  study  to  bring  an  accept¬ 
able  limitation  of  payments  here.  It  is  in¬ 
teresting  on  the  sugar  bill  that  we  had  a 
limitation  for  a  long  time  in  the  sugar 
act  and  we  should  have  something  fur¬ 
ther  on  other  commodities  as  well,  but 
the  only  way  that  we  can  do  it  really  is 
in  an  authorization  bill.  We  have  tried 
it  previously — and  I  supported  it — in  ap¬ 
propriation  bills.  This  is  the  last  thing 
that  we  can  do.  We  did  not  have  any 
other  means  at  that  time,  but  this  time 
I  am  confident  we  will  do  it  in  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  and  it  will  be  a  much 
better  job  and  it  will  work. 

I  commend  the  gentleman,  and  I  am 
willing  to  try  to  impose  limitations  in 
an  authorization  bill,  but  I  am  unwilling 
to  impose  them  in  this  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much;  again  I  want  it  clearly  un¬ 
derstood  that  if  we  do  not  prevail  with  a 
payment  limitation  on  the  legislative 
farm  bill,  I  will  be  back  year  after  year 
on  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Findley)  de¬ 
sires  a  few  extra  minutes,  so  I  yield  the 
gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  know  the  time  is  getting  on,  but  I 
think  we  all  want  to  keep  the  facts 
straight.  This  is  the  only  bill  which  will  be 
considered  by  this  body  this  year  through 
which  a  limitation  on  sugar  payments  can 
be  effected.  It  is  the  only  bill  through 
which  a  limitation  on  payments  for  the 
production  of  long-staple  could  be 
effected. 

Now,  it  may  well  be  that  the  limitation 
I  have  proposed  is  too  low  to  really  suit 
some  of  the  Members  of  this  body  and  I 
recognize  that  fact.  But  from  my  stand¬ 
point,  I  think  it  is  plenty  high.  It  is 
$20,000  per  person  per  commodity.  If  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  in  its  wisdom 
should  say  we  want  to  establish  a  sliding 
scale  ranging  frpm  $10,000  to  $20,000  or 
$30,000,  why  not?  But,  at  least,  this  gives 
the  House  some  means  of  giving  the 
Committee  on.  Agriculture  some  idea  as 
to  the  outer  limits  that  it  can  expect  to 
get  through  this  Congress  when  and  if 
this  legislative  bill  may  come  down  the 
track.  We  have  had  14  months  within 
which  to  come  up  with  a  farm  bill.  These 
confident  forecasts  that  we  will  have  a 
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legislative  bill  this  year  are  a  little  bit 
hard  for  me  to  have  confidence  in.  We 
have  had  14  months  which  has  been 
described  as  nearly  twice  the  gestation 
period.  So,  I  think  we  should  face  the 
problem  here  today  and  write  into  this 
appropriation  bill  a  reasonable  top  limit 
on  the  number  of  dollars  that  any  farm¬ 
er  can  get  under  any  programs  which 
may  be  authorized  for  the  1971  crop. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  (Mr.  Quie)  . 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  if  it 
is  not  true  that  if  there  is  no  action  this 
year  on  an  authorization  bill  for  agri¬ 
culture,  we  will  revert  back  to  the  old 
law  on  which  there  will  be  no  payments 
on  any  commodities  (  other  than  sugar. 
There  will  be  no  payments  to  limit,  there¬ 
fore,  there  will  not  be  any  effect  to  the 
amendment  which  the  gentleman  pro¬ 
poses  to  offer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  the  way 
to  get  at  this  question  is  through  the 
authorization  bill  which  will  be  up  this 
year.  With  reference  to  sugar,  if  we  want 
a  greater  limitation,  we  will  have  to  wait 
until  next  year. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  A  way  to  get  at  the 
legislative  bill  is  by  means  of  a  limitation 
on  the  appropriation  bill.  The  limitation 
on  payments  on  this  appropriation  bill 
would  definitely  be  effective  for  the  two 
commodities  I  did  list,  sugar  and  long- 
staple  cotton. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  think  the  way  in  which 
to  work  with  the  authorization  commit¬ 
tee  is  to  work  in  good  faith  with  them. 
We  do  not  need  to  use  this  means  again 
to  get  across  to  them  our  views  as  to 
what  the  limitation  should  be.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  members  are  rea¬ 
sonable  people  and  I  think  we  ought  to 
give  them  an  opportunity  to  add  to  the 
authorization  the  type  of  limitation  we 
will  accept. 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
make  a  few  points  about  the  bill  now 
under  consideration.  In  particular,  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  committee 
for  its  recognition  of  the  dire  need  in 
this  country  for  improved  water  and 
waste  disposal  facilities  in  small  commu¬ 
nities. 

As  shown  on  page  63  of  the  committee 
report,  the  bill  as  it  now  stands  includes 
a  total  of  $56  million  for  rural  water  and 
waste  disposal  grants,  an  increase  of 
$32  million  above  the  budget  request. 
This  is  a  significant  increase,  and  de¬ 
monstrates  that  the  committee  recog¬ 
nizes  the  urgency  of  the  needs  of  our 
smaller  communities. 

Nevertheless,  as  the  committee  itself 
points  out,  34,763  small  communities 
have  been  reported  as  being  without  pub¬ 
lic  water  systems  and  44,567  that  do  not 
have  adequate  waste  disposal  facili¬ 
ties.  This  would  mean  that  if  all  the 
necessary  projects  could  be  funded  out 
of  this  appropriation,  only  slightly  more 
than  $700  of  direct  grant  money,  on 
average,  could  be  made  available  for 
each  project.  Clearly,  not  every  one  of 
these  problems  could  be  solved  as  a  result 
of  any  single  appropriation,  nor  would 


we  be  sensible  in  attempting  any  such 
feat.  Still,  while  this  example  is  over¬ 
simplified,  the  figures  indicate  something 
of  the  magnitude  of  the  problems  faced 
by  communities  of  less  than  5,500  popu¬ 
lation.  I  sincerely  hope  that  in  the  near 
future  our  overall  budgetary  situation 
will  permit  a  more  fully  adequate  level 
of  funding  for  these  programs. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
a  strong  undercurrent  moving  through 
this  country  that  is  truly  a  minority 
movement.  A  special,  select  5  percent  of 
our  people  are  reaching  the  boiling  point 
and  we  may  have  a  major  crisis  on  our 
hands  shortly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  refer  to  the  farmers, 
the  5  percent  who  are  feeding  the  other 
95  percent  of  the  United  States — and  a 
portion  of  the  entire  world.  If  this  Con¬ 
gress  does  not  reverse  the  trend  to  elimi¬ 
nate,  to  cut  back,  to  reduce  the  present 
farm  programs,  then  we  will  be  guilty  of 
fostering  a  revolt  among  the  Nation’s 
food  producers.  This  revolt  carries  a  real 
potential  for  disaster  that  would  make 
the  students,  the  ghetto,  and  the  envi¬ 
ronment  crusaders  take  a  back  seat. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  few  heroes 
left  in  the  field  of  farm  legislation.  Too 
often,  the  rural-oriented,  or  even  rural- 
interested,  Members  will  be  content  to 
mumble  that  the  “city  boys”  in  Congress 
have  the  votes  now  and  they  are  hurting 
the  farm  programs. 

Frankly,  the  farmer  is  growing  weary 
of  this  line  of  reasoning.  I  do  not  know 
what  it  will  take — perhaps  a  massive 
education  program  or  a  massive  attack 
against  the  prejudices  of  the  big  city 
boys — to  convince  the  city  dwellers  of 
the  very  vital  impact  agriculture  has  not 
only  at  the  dinner  table,  but  at  the  eco¬ 
nomic  tables.  Perhaps  it  is  time  that  the 
rural  legislators  drop  back  to  basic  pol¬ 
itics  and  barter  and  trade  and  finess  to 
get  adequate  farm  legislation  on  the 
books. 

I  think  the  time  has  come  to  stand 
and  fight.  For  too  many  years,  the  farm 
programs  have  been  eroded  into  hollow 
shells  of  what  should  be  the  laws  gov¬ 
erning  the  use  of  our  land. 

Somehow  or  other  the  farmer  is  given 
the  image  of  one  who  grows  fat  for  not 
growing  food.  That  is  a  false  connotation. 
The  farmer  has  gotten  less  for  his  crops 
each  year.  His  costs  have  steadily  risen. 
His  profits  have  gone  from  bad  to  worse. 
Today,  his  profit  is  razor  thin.  If  we  do 
not  pass  legislation  that  will  help  the 
farmer,  we  will  discourage  this  great 
group  of  Americans  to  continue  the  hon¬ 
orable  pursuits  of  agriculture — the  very 
trade  that  started  this  country.  If  we 
pass  restrictive  legislation  we  are  apt 
to  start  a  revolution  of  protest  that  will 
become  bitter  and  even  dangerous. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  farmer  has  also 
had  it  up  to  here.  The  breaking  point  is 
near.  We  must  help  the  farmer — not 
drive  him  out  of  business.  We  cannot 
reduce  his  profits  one  bit  more.  The  Con¬ 
gress  had  better  listen.  A  revolt  is  in  the 
making  if  we  hurt  the  farmer  any  more 
by  unfair  legislation. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
most  recent  Department  of  Labor  sta¬ 
tistics  shows  that  the  cost  of  living  soared 
more  than  6  percent  during  the  last  year. 
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The  American  people  are  greatly  ap¬ 
prehensive  as  to  where  this  inflationary 
spiral  is  leading  us,  and  it  is  absolutely 
essential  that  we  halt  this  assault  on  the 
integrity,  stability,  and  purchasing  pow¬ 
er  of  the  dollar. 

It  is  generally  agreed  that  one  of  the 
first  steps  to  remedy  this  grave  situation 
is  to  eliminate  nonessential  Federal 
spending.  In  my  view,  one  of  the  first 
programs  which  should  be  halted  is  the 
Federal  welfare  program  for  wealthy 
farmers. 

In  the  Congressional  Record  of  March 
24  and  26,  1970,  there  is  a  listing  of  some 
7,800  farm  operators  who  received  $25,- 
000  or  more  for  crop  support  programs 
in  1969. 

According  to  this  report  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  seven  companies  were  paid  in  excess 
of  $1  million,  with  the  highest  payment, 
$4,370,657,  going  to  the  J.  G.  Boswell  Co., 
of  Corcoran,  Calif. 

Others  receiving  substantial  payments 
under  the  program  were  the  States  of 
Montana  and  Washington,  and  State 
prisons  in  Arizona,  Louisiana,  and  Texas. 
The  Southern  National  Bank  of  Lumber- 
ton,  N.C.,  was  paid  $224,254,  and  two 
other  North  Carolina  banks  received  in 
excess  of  $58,000  each.  The  First  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  of  Dumas,  Tex.,  was  given 
$70,000  under  the  program. 

This  legislation  v^as  originally  in¬ 
tended  to  help  our  small  family  farmers. 
However,  we  now  find  that  money  ur¬ 
gently  needed  for  a  number  of  critical 
farm  and  urban  programs  is  being  di¬ 
verted  to  those  who  need  no  Federal 
farm  assistance  whatsoever. 

I  have  strongly  opposed  this  program 
during  the  last  2  years,  and  it  is  even 
more  imperative  today  that  we  end  this 
gigantic  giveaway  to  wealthy  landown¬ 
ers.  The  report  in  the  Record,  previously 
referred  to,  which  lists  nearly  8,000  farm 
operators  who  share  a  total  bonanza  of 
$366.7  million,  is  a  tragic  testimonial  to 
the  bankruptcy  of  our  farm  program. 

This  program  is  nothing  short  of  high¬ 
way  robbery  of  our  taxpayers.  It  is  tak¬ 
ing  the  hard-earned  money  from  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  New  York,  who  are  burdened  with 
perhaps  the  highest  State  and  local  taxes 
in  the  Nation,  and  donating  these  funds 
to  wealthy  farm  operators  who  have  no 
need  for  this  totally  unwarranted  sub¬ 
sidy. 

My  constituents  will  never  be  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Oil- 
dale,  Calif.,  is  a  poor  farmer.  Yet,  the  re¬ 
port  in  the  Record  shows  that  this  com¬ 
pany  received  a  subsidy  of  $127,995  in 
1969. 

To  restore  confidence  in  the  dollar,  and 
to  restore  confidence  in  the  wisdom  of 
our  legislative  process,  it  is  imperative 
that  this  program  be  immediately  ter¬ 
minated. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
voting  for  this  bill  because  its  expendi¬ 
tures  have  been  legally  authorized  and 
the  money  must  be  forthcoming.  I  did 
support  the  amendment  to  limit  farm 
subsidy  payments  for  any  one  producer  to 
$20,000. 

In  voicing  my  support  for  this  amend¬ 
ment,  I  felt  that  I  fairly  stated  the  con¬ 
cern  of  my  constituents  that  Congress 
must  realine  Federal  expenditures  to  re- 
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fleet  domestic  priorities.  Pouring  money 
into  this  program  which  cost  American 
taxpayers  over  $659  million  last  year 
weakens  taxpayer  confidence  in  govern¬ 
mental  spending  objectives  and  retards 
progress  toward  achieving  lasting  solu¬ 
tions  to  critical  national  problems. 

In  1969,  one  payee  under  this  program 
received  $4,370,657  as  a  subsidy  payment, 
and  approximately  8,000  farmers  re¬ 
ceived  $25,000  or  more  each  in  payments. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  that  while  the 
committee  report  has  indicated  from 
year  to  year  that  the  number  of  farmers 
is  constantly  decreasing,  in  1969  the 
number  of  farmers  who  received  $25,000 
or  more  in  subsidy  payments  actually 
increased  by  more  than  1,800  over  1968. 

Last  week  when  the  House  was  con¬ 
sidering  H.R.  17803,  to  increase  the  pub¬ 
lic  debt  ceiling,  I  said  that  I  was  support¬ 
ing  the  bill  because  raising  the  public 
debt  limit  is  to  some  extent  a  formality, 
while  the  real  place  to  reduce  obligations 
is  in  the  authorizing  bills  as  they  come  to 
the  floor. 

I  have  supported  cutbacks  in  military 
and  space  appropriations  when  I  felt 
that  these  programs  were  receiving  a 
disproportionate  share  of  Federal  funds 
and  I  think  that  the  farm  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  similarly  qualifies  for  sharp 
paring. 

Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  very  pleased  that  the 
able  gentleman  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith) 
has  offered  this  amendment,  which 
means  so  much  to  the  small  towns  and 
rural  areas  of  this  Nation.  In  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  for  example,  there  are  hundreds 
of  small  towns  under  5,500  in  population 
which  will  benefit  from  this  provision  of 
the  bill.  The  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  has  indeed  brought  joy  and  happi¬ 
ness,  as  well  as  the  good  life  and  eco¬ 
nomic  development  to  many  areas  in 
West  Virginia  and  the  Nation. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  when 
the  President’s  budget  recommended  a 
meager  $24  million  for  water  and  waste 
disposal  systems  in  the  small  towns,  the 
unfulfilled  need  was  huge  and  serious. 
Fortunately,  the  committee  has  increased 
this  amount,  but  even  the  committee  ac¬ 
tion  fell  far  short  of  the  $100  million 
authorization. 

Therefore,  the  proposal  to  expend  the 
full  $100  million  is  a  bold  step  to  pro¬ 
vide  clean  water  and  fight  water  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  rural  areas.  Many  of  these 
towns  simply  do  not  have  the  local  tax 
funds  or  bonding  capacity  to  undertake 
these  projects.  As  a  result,  the  water 
surrounding  the  communities  becomes 
polluted,  and  this  adversely  affects  other 
areas  downstream  and  spreads  disease 
in  a  wide  region. 

In  addition,  there  are  many  unincor¬ 
porated  areas  which  have  failed  to  come 
under  the  umbrella  of  any  organized  pro¬ 
gram.  This  bill,  with  the  addition  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  amendment  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith)  will  provide 
a  godsend  to  these  communities,  both  in¬ 
corporated  and  unincorporated,  in  their 
valiant  efforts  to  fight  for  clean  water 
and  eliminate  pollution. 

Many  pending  applications  from 
smaller  communities  under  5,500  in  West 
Virginia  and  the  Nation  can  be  funded 


once  this  appropriation  is  finally  ap¬ 
proved.  I  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  (Mr.  Smith)  for  his  leadership, 
skill,  and  persistence  in  shepherding  this 
amendment  to  a  successful  conclusion.  I 
know  that  thousands  of  people  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  will  be  grateful  to  him 
for  his  effort. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  legislation  and  wish  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  commend  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  its  recommendations.  In  par¬ 
ticular,  I  have  the  strongest  praise  for 
Mr.  Whitten,  the  subcommittee  chair¬ 
man,  for  his  wisdom  and  judgment  in 
bringing  before  us  a  bill  vital  to  every 
American.  Without  a  sound  agicultural 
program,  and  without  adequate  appro¬ 
priations  therefor,  we  would  lack  suffi¬ 
cient  food,  clothing,  and  shelter. 

I  was  impressed  by  the  hearings  on 
this  bill  wherein  Mr.  Whitten  brought 
out  that  American  consumers  spend  17 
percent  of  their  income  on  food,  while 
28  percent  is  spent  in  England  and  50 
percent  in  Russia.  Surely  this  points  up 
the  efficiency  of  American  agriculture 
and  the  need  to  keep  it  strong.  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  truly  the  backbone  of  our  Nation’s 
economy  and  the  orderly  production  and 
distribution  of  food  and  fiber  are  basic 
to  our  well-being. 

The  aspects  of  this  bill  have  been  elo¬ 
quently  explained  and  justified  by  Mr. 
Whitten  and  other  distinguished  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  Nevertheless,  I 
wish  to  comment  on  a  few  items. 

THE  FIRE  ANT  MENACE 

I  am  most  pleased  that  the  committee 
has  recommended  an  increase  of  $2,000, - 
000  to  step  up  the  cooperative  effort  to 
eradicate  the  imported  fire  ant.  As  I  have 
said  many  times,  this  pest  has  caused 
more  damage  to  Mississippi  agriculture 
than  any  pest  since  the  boll  weevil.  These 
added  funds,  with  matching  State  and 
local  funds,  should  provide  for  an  effec¬ 
tive  eradication  program  in  the  affected 
States. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  Extension  Service  performs  vital 
functions  through  its  programs  of  edu¬ 
cation,  demonstrations,  nutrition  train¬ 
ing,  and  4-H  Club  work.  The  committee’s 
recommendation  for  increased  funds  for 
these  important  services  will  pay  large 
dividends  in  the  future. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  conservation  of  our  soil  and  water 
resources  is  an  economic  necessity.  While 
I  personally  would  like  to  see  additional 
funds  for  conservation,  I  recognize  that 
we  have  overall  budgetary  problems  and 
must  do  everything  possible  to  have  a 
balanced  budget.  However,  I  would  stress 
that  water  and  soil  conservation  prevents 
pollution  and  if  we  had  not  had  this 
program  over  the  years,  the  pollution 
problems  of  this  Nation  would  be  many, 
many  times  greater.  The  watershed  im¬ 
provement  programs  have  made  immense 
contributions  to  the  health  and  welfare 
of  our  citizens. 

agricultural  stabilization  and 

CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  ASCS  has  played  a  leading  role  in 
preventing  pollution  of  our  environment. 
The  curtailment  of  soil  erosion,  the  im¬ 
provement  of  soil  fertility,  the  develop¬ 
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ment  of  forest  resources — and  other 
practices — all  enhance  our  opportunity 
to  preserve  our  natural  surroundings. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  FHA  is  critically  involved  with 
successful  farming.  Operating  loans, 
housing  loans,  ownership  loans,  emer¬ 
gency  loans,  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans,  watershed  and  flood  prevention 
loans,  grants  and  loans  for  water  and 
sewer  systems,  and  other  functions,  are 
all  important  to  maintaining  a  healthy 
national  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  time  does  not  permit 
extensive  comment  on  all  of  the  agen¬ 
cies  and  activities  covered  by  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  I  have  covered  only  a 
few  subjects  among  the  important  many. 
Food  stamps,  the  special  school  milk 
program,  rural  electrification  and  tele¬ 
phone  loans.  Federal  crop  insurance,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  meat  and 
poultry  inspection,  Consumer  and  Mar¬ 
keting  Service,  Cooperative  State  Re¬ 
search,  statistical  reporting,  and  other 
equally  important  functions,  are  funded 
in  this  bill. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  un¬ 
deserved  criticism  of  our  agricultural 
programs  and  policies.  As  one  who  was 
bom  and  raised  on  a  farm  and  who  has 
vivid  memories  of  depressed  farm  prices, 
rampant  unemployment,  and  widespread 
poverty,  I  firmly  believe  this  bill  is  a 
sound  economic  investment,  which  will 
prohibit  such  from  happening  again. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  recall  that  I  had 
little  enthusiasm  in  the  1930’s  for  my 
entire  family  to  work  10  to  12  hours  a  day 
and  sell  cabbage  for  $6  a  ton,  or  3  pounds 
for  a  penny.  We  sold  tomatoes  for  less 
than  1  cent  a  pound;  cotton  brought  8 
cents  a  pound. 

To  repeat,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  a 
sound  economic  investment.  Again,  I 
commend  Mr.  Whitten  for  bringing  to 
the  floor  a  reasonable  appropriation 
measure  of  benefit  to  all  Americans. 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  which  would 
increase  the  appropriation  for  rural 
water  and  waste  disposal  grants  from 
$56  million  to  $100  million.  It  is  seldom 
that  I  ever  take  the  floor  to  applaud  any 
proposal  for  increasing  spending,  but 
this  amendment  proposes  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  one  of  our  Nation’s  top 
priorities. 

Even  without  this  amendment,  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  had  done 
the  best  they  felt  they  could  do,  I  am 
sure,  because  they  had  increased  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  rural  water  and  waste 
disposal  grants  by  quite  a  considerable 
sum  to  the  recommendation  that  $56  mil- 
lion-be  made  available  in  fiscal  1971. 

It  seems  to  me  we  should  pause  for  a 
moment  to  recall  that  the  administration 
budget  for  this  purpose  for  fiscal  year 
1970  was  $46  million.  For  fiscal  year  1971 
the  administration  proposed  an  entirely 
and  altogether  inadequate  figure  of  $24 
million.  Our  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  demonstrated  recognition 
of  one  of  our  greatest  present-day  prob¬ 
lems  by  increasing  that  figure  to  $56  mil¬ 
lion. 
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However,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  a 
member  of  the  full  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  took  a  much  more  realistic  view 
of  the  need  in  rural  America  to  improve 
water  systems  and  waste  disposal  units, 
when  he  proposed  to  add  $44  million  or 
increase  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1971 
from  $56  million  to  $100  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  April  21,  many  peo¬ 
ple  in  America  celebrated  what  was 
called  Earth  Day.  There  was  an  effort  to 
focus  attention  on  the  problems  sur¬ 
rounding  ecology.  There  was  an  emphasis 
on  the  necessity  -for  environmental 
cleanup.  We  were  told  at  that  time  that 
there  is  no  more  urgent  necessity  or 
higher  priority  than  the  effort  to  clean 
up  our  environment.  That  is  what  this 
amendment  is  all  about,  because  the 
funds  under  this  section  of  H.R.  17923 
are  to  provide  money  for  the  FHA  to 
make  grants  for  rural  water  and  waste 
disposal  purposes,  for  those  communities 
under  5,500  population.  Approximately 
30,000  rural  communities  in  this  Nation 
do  not  have  adequate  water  systems; 
45,000  are  without  sewer  systems.  In  al¬ 
most  all  instances  these  communities 
cannot  even  consider  the  installation  of 
such  systems  without  the  supplement  of 
Federal  funds  for  these  purposes. 

All  of  those  who  participated  in  the 
celebration  of  our  first  Earth  Day  should 
now  support  this  amendment.  Facts  are 
that  money  for  pollution  control  under 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  has  not 
been  simply  increased  or  doubled  but  has 
been  substantially  trebled.  Why  is  it, 
then,  that  the  rural  areas  should  be 
downgraded  and  those  places  under  5,500 
population  should  be  shortchanged? 

We  hear  a  lot  about  the  concept  of 
rural  revitalization,  which  means  the 
effort  to  prevent  further  migration  of 
our  population  from  the  rural  areas  to 
our  big  cities.  The  only  way  that  is  going 
to  be  accomplished  will  be  to  make  life 
in  the  rural  areas  and  our  smaller  towns 
and  cities  more  attractive  as  well  as 
more  healthful.  That  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  has  been  doing,  but  it  has 
been  woefully  underfunded.  Perhaps  the 
one  overriding  problem  in  America  to¬ 
day,  of  what  appears  to  be  long-range 
duration,  is  the  rural-urban  imbalance. 
That  can  only  be  corrected  by  trying  to 
located  light  industry  in  our  farming 
communities,  in  order  that  as  the  size  of 
farms  increases  and  fewer  farmers  are 
needed,  they  will  locate  in  our  small 
towns  and  smaller  cities  rather  than  mi¬ 
grating  to  big  cities  to  further  compound 
the  almost  insoluble  problems  faced  to¬ 
day  in  administration  of  our  larger  cities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  President  Nixon’s  Task 
Force  on  Rural  Development  recently 
made  about  30  recommendations.  Fore¬ 
most  among  these  recommendations  was 
a  call  for  adequate  funding  for  rural 
water  and  sewer  construction.  It  was 
most  unusual  that  the  President  ap¬ 
proved  these  recommendations,  and  yet 
the  budget  for  water  and  waste  disposal 
grants  was  reduced  about  50  percent 
from  the  $46  million  budget  figure  of 
fiscal  1970  to  the  $24  million  budget 
figure  of  fiscal  1971. 

I  know  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  may  oppose  this  increase  to 
$100  million,  and  there  may  be  some  sug¬ 


gestions  that  there  is  not  adequate  plan¬ 
ning  already  in  existence  to  use  these 
increased  funds.  I  do  not  know  the  situ¬ 
ation  in  other  congressional  districts, 
but  in  my  own  there  are  literally  dozens 
of  applications,  as  many  as  two,  three, 
or  four  in  each  of  our  12  counties,  that 
are  standing  in  line  with  all  planning 
completed  waiting  for  grants,  both  from 
the  unincorporated  areas  and  in  those 
communities  of  under  5,500  population. 

This  amendment  should  be  adopted. 
No  Member  should  find  it  distasteful  to 
support  this  amendment.  All  of  those 
who  spoke  so  strongly  for  an  environ¬ 
mental  cleanup  on  Earth  Day  should 
support  it.  All  of  those  who  have  advo¬ 
cated  the  concept  of  rural  revitalization 
should  support  this  amendment.  Most  of 
all,  even  those  who  say  they  are  for 
economy  can  support  this  amendment, 
because  the  amount  spent  on  rural  water 
supply  districts  and  small  town  sewer 
plants  is  not  really  money  spent,  but 
money  invested  in  one  of  the  highest  pri¬ 
ority  projects  in  America  today. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no 
further  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  fol¬ 
lowing  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes; 
namely : 

Mr.  WILLIAM  D.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present.  The  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names : 


[Roll  No.  160] 


Abernethy 

Frelinghuysen 

Philbin 

Addabbo 

Fj-ey 

Pollock 

Anderson, 

Gaydos 

Powell 

Tenn. 

Gilbert 

Preyer,  N.C. 

Ashbrook 

Hansen.  Wash. 

Price,  Ill. 

Ayx-es 

Hebert 

Pucinski 

Biaggi 

Holifield 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Bray 

Hungate 

Reuss 

Brown,  Calif. 

Keith 

Rivers 

Buchanan 

Kirwan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Carey 

Kuykendall 

Rosenthal 

Celler 

McCarthy 

Roudebush 

Clark 

McMillan 

Sandman 

Clay 

Macdonald, 

Scheuer 

Corbett 

Mass. 

Schwengel 

Corman 

Meskill 

Springer 

Coughlin 

Miller,  Calif. 

Stratton 

Cowger 

Morse 

Taft 

Daddario 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Waggonner 

Dawson 

Nichols 

Whitehurst 

Downing 

Olsen 

Wilson,  Bob 

Dulski 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Wilson, 

Esch 

Fisher 

Ottinger 

Passman 

Charles  H. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Albert) 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Wright, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union, 
reported  that  that  Committee,  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  H.R. 
17923,  and  finding  itself  without  a  quor¬ 
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um,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be  called, 
when  361  Members  responded  to  their 
names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  the  Clerk  had  begun  to  read  the 
bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  will  resume  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstra¬ 
tions  on  the  production  and  utilization  of 
agricultural  products;  agricultural  market¬ 
ing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for;  home  economics  or  nutrition  and 
consumer  use  of  agricultural  and  associ¬ 
ated  products;  and  related  research  and 
services;  and  for  acquisition  of  land  by  dona¬ 
tion,  exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal 
cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $1,46,143,200,  and  in 
addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation,  except  that 
$1,000,000  of  the  foregoing  amount  shall  be 
available  for  matching  with  funds  utilized 
for  research  under  Public  Law  89-502,  and 
$1,500,000  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  plans,  construction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  facilities  without  regard  to  limita¬ 
tions  contained  herein:  Provided,  That  the 
limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to 
carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C. 
113a). 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  OBEY 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Obey:  on  page 
3,  line  14,  after  “a  nominal  cost  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $100;”  strike  out  “$146,143,200,”  and 
insert  “$147,643,200”. 

(Mr.  OBEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  OBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  knowing 
that  this  House  is  used  to  dealing  with 
billions  of  dollars,  I  am  almost  embar¬ 
rassed  to  bring  this  small  item  to  the 
attention  of  the  House,  but  on  behalf  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  (Mr. 
Saylor),  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  (Mr.  Dingell),  the  gentleman  from 
California  (Mr.  McCloskey)  ,  and  myself, 
I  am  introducing  at  this  time  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  increase  by  $1.5  million  the 
funds  available  under  this  bill  for  re¬ 
search  in  the  nonchemical  control  of 
pests.  As  I  stated  previously,  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  based  on  an  exchange  of  letters 
between  Department  of  Agriculture  offi¬ 
cials  and  Senator  Gaylord  Nelson,  of 
Wisconsin,  during  the  past  year. 

In  that  correspondence  Department 
officials  admitted  that  “additiondl  funds 
for  this  research  could  be  utilized  effec¬ 
tively”  in  fiscal  year  1971,  including  $4,- 
420, 000  for  research  on  nonchemical 
means  of  pest  control  and  $2,620,000  for 
the  initial  staffing  of  pesticide  research 
laboratories.  The  committee  wisely 
agreed  to  the  staffing  of  laboratories,  but 
did  not  agree  to  the  funds  for  added  re¬ 
search  projects,  and  that  is  why  this 
amendment  is  here. 

Included  in  the  $4.4  million  increase, 
which  they  said  could  be  effectively  util- 
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ized  for  nonpesticidal  research,  the  De¬ 
partment  included  the  following: 

Accelerating  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  related  to  the  mass  rearing  of  in¬ 
sects  for  biological  control  programs, 
$2.15  million; 

Expanded  research  on  biological  con¬ 
trol  of  cotton  boll  weevil,  $1.5  million; 

Research  on  biological  control  of  citrus 
fruits  insects,  $150,000; 

Research  on  biological  control  of  tropi¬ 
cal  fruit  flies,  $150,000; 

Development  on  nonpersistent  pest 
control  methods,  including  hormonal  in¬ 
secticides,  $150,000; 

Research  on  biological  control  of  grain 
sorghum  insects,  $100,000; 

Research  on  biological  control  of  cot¬ 
ton  insects,  $100,000; 

Research  on  biological  control  of  ar¬ 
thropod  vectors  of  equine  piroplasmosis, 
$60,000 — tickets  on  horses;  and 

Research  on  biological  control  of 
aquatic  weeds  using  insects,  $60,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  nonchemical  methods 
have  shown  much  promise  of  success. 

Methods  such  as  insect  sterilization, 
the  method  used  so  successfully  to  con¬ 
trol  the  screwworm  fly  has  saved  live¬ 
stock  producers  an  estimated  $120  mil¬ 
lion. 

Light  and  soundwaves  are  also  meth¬ 
ods  being  tested  at  the  present  time  to 
control  insects.  Scientists  used  black- 
light  for  example,  to  attract  male  cab¬ 
bage  loopers  in  large  field  cages  where 
they  exposed  the  insects  to  a  chemical 
which  sterilized  them.  With  this  tech¬ 
nique,  scientists  controlled  90  percent 
of  the  loopers. 

Sex  attractants  have  also  been  used 
by  scientists,  luring  insects  into  their 
destruction.  Tests  with  such  attractants 
have  been  more  successful  in  attracting 
the  male  bollworm  moths  than  the 
female  insects  own  lure.  Synthetic  at¬ 
tractants  have  been  developed  for  the 
boll  weevil  also,  as  well  as  for  the  Euro¬ 
pean  corn  bore. 

In  laboratories,  insects  have  been 
awakened  from  their  usual  winter  rest¬ 
ing  periods  with  the  addition  of  artificial 
light  to  simulate  the  coming  of  spring. 
In  one  experiment  a  flash  of  light  as 
short  as  one-thousandth  of  a  second, 
given  nightly  during  the  larval  stage  of 
the  imported  cabbage  worm,  forced  this 
insect  to  develop  into  the  adult  stage 
ahead  of  schedule  and  so  out  of  step 
with  nature  that  it  could  not  live. 

Great  successes  have  also  been 
achieved  with  the  importation  of  para¬ 
sites  which  are  the  enemies  of  insects. 
As  early  as  1888  the  Vedalia  beetle  was 
imported  from  Australia  to  control  the 
cottony-cushion  scale  which  was  a  major 
menace  to  the  California  citrus  indus¬ 
try.  That  beetle  is  still  doing  a  highly 
successful  job  of  this  today. 

The  wasp  is  being  used  increasingly 
as  a  control  insect.  Wasps  imported  from 
Asia  have  been  successfully  used  to 
destroy  the  red  scale,  a  pest  of  concern 
to  citrus  growers.  The  wasp  is  being 
used  by  the  USDA  to  destroy  the  cabbage 
worm,  a  destroyer  of  cabbage,  cauli¬ 
flower,  and  broccoli,  and  it  has  elimi¬ 
nated  over  99  percent  of  the  cabbage- 
worms  from  test  projects — with  no  need 
of  insecticides.  Tests  are  being  conducted 


to  see  if  the  wasp,  imported  from  Prance, 
can  be  used  to  control  the  cereal  leaf 
beetle,  a  pest  extremely  destructive  of 
oats,  wheat,  and  barley.  And  over  a 
3-year  period  the  alfalfa  weevil  has  de¬ 
clined  about  90  percent  in  areas  in  which 
USDA  scientists  released  wasps  to  con¬ 
trol  the  pest,  saving  farmers  in  these 
areas  more  than  $600,000  in  1969.  These 
results  are  as  good,  say  USDA  officials, 
as  those  farmers  obtain  with  conven¬ 
tional  insecticides. 

Important  and  successful  tests  have 
also  been  conducted  in  California  and 
Florida  using  about  a  dozen  imported 
species  of  weed-eating  insects  to  control 
weeds  which  would  otherwise  be  con¬ 
trolled  with  herbicides.  In  light  of  the 
significant  increase  in  the  use  of  her¬ 
bicides,  research  of  this  sort  could  be  a 
first  step  leading  toward  a  reduction 
in  their  use. 

And  let  me  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
I  lose  the  interest  of  a  good  many  of 
the  Members  on  the  floor  that  they  may 
be  interested  in  learning  that  USDA  re¬ 
search  has  also  found  that  beer — stale 
or  rich  with  foam — has  been  successfully 
used  as  an  attractant  for  slugs.  I  am  told 
any  brand  works. 

Another  thing  that  bothers  me  is  the 
amount  of  money  which  must  be  di¬ 
rected  from  other  programs  to  continue 
with  present  research  on  the  cotton  boll 
weevil.  I  am  all  for  research  in  this  area, 
even  on  a  crash  basis  if  necessary,  if 
for  no  other  reason  than  that  approxi¬ 
mately  45  percent  of  the  DDT  used  each 
year  in  the  United  States  is  required  for 
the  control  of  the  boll  weevil.  But  De¬ 
partment  plans  to  deal  with  the  boll  wee¬ 
vil  in  the  next  fiscal  year  mean  that 
other  programs  will  have  to  be  cut.  Pro¬ 
grams,  which,  according  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  they  will  not  be  able  to  provide  the 
financial  support  for.  These  projects  in¬ 
clude  : 

A  pilot  test  to  determine  if  sterilized 
corn  earworm  moths  can  be  used  to  con¬ 
trol  this  major  pest  of  several  agricul¬ 
tural  crops; 

A  proposal  to  undertake  research  on 
attractants  for  the  range  caterpillar  in 
New  Mexico.  This  is  an  important  pest 
of  range  grasses  in  New  Mexico  that  has 
recently  reached  epidemic  proportions, 
and  insecticides  available  for  its  con¬ 
trol  are  considered  potentially  hazard¬ 
ous  to  the  environment; 

A  pilot  test  to  determine  if  the  mass 
production  and  sustained  release  of  par¬ 
asites  of  the  pea  aphid  can  control  this 
insect  on  alfalfa  to  prevent  transmission 
of  virus  disease  to  field-grown  peas  in 
the  State  of  Washington; 

Similar  tests  to  determine  if  mass  pro¬ 
duced  parasites  will  control  the  green 
bug  on  sorghum  and  potato  aphids  on 
potatoes;  and 

A  research  proposal  to  determine  the 
potential  value  of  a  protozoan  pathogen 
for  the  control  of  the  tobacco  budworm. 
This  insect,  which  also  attacks  cotton  and 
other  crops,  has  developed  resistance  to 
insecticides,  and  alternative  biological 
control  methods  are  urgently  needed. 

Other  research  to  gain  more  informa¬ 
tion  on  how  the  boll  weevil  might  be 
controlled  by  sex  attractants  will  also 
have  to  be  put  off  as  well  as  research  on 


the  identification  and  synthesis  of  chem¬ 
ical  components  produced  by  the  pink 
bollworm  for  the  attraction  of  males. 

The  shift  in  funds  necessitated  by  the 
concentration  on  the  boll  weevil  research 
will  also  require  the  Department  to  delay 
the  planned  expansion  of  parasite  and 
predator  rearing  programs  for  gypsy 
moth  and  cereal  leaf  beetle  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  here  today  to 
say  that  any  one  program  suggested  by 
the  USDA  is  more  important  than  an¬ 
other,  or  that  the  $155  million  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  this  House  to  allocate  should  go  to 
any  one  particular  program  over  one  of 
the  others.  I  am  not  qualified  to  do  so  in 
any  event.  I  am  saying  that  the  De¬ 
partment  indicates  that  there  are  pro¬ 
grams  that  could  profitably  be  carried 
out  during  the  next  fiscal  year  if  in¬ 
creased  funds  were  allocated.  I  am  urging 
my  colleagues  to  indicate  their  support 
of  such  research  by  providing  about  one- 
third  of  these  funds  in  the  next  fiscal 
year. 

It  seems  to  me  that  when  DDT  is  found 
in  almost  100  percent  of  fish  samples 
taken  from  our  rivers  and  lakes,  when 
dieldrin  is  found  in  75  percent  of  the 
lakes  and  rivers  sampled,  then  I  believe 
it  is  time  to  end  the  business-as-usual 
attitude  about  the  problem  of  pesticides. 

I  represent  one  of  the  15  most  agricul¬ 
tural  districts  in  the  Congress.  I  am  also 
vitally  interested  in  conservation.  The 
argument  is  often  made,  “Do  not  ban 
pesticides  such  as  DDT  and  other  chlori¬ 
nated  hydrocarbons  until  we  have  the 
facts,  until  we  know  what  alternatives 
are  available.”  I  am  saying  with  this 
amendment,  “All  right,  let  us  make  a 
greater  effort  to  find  these  answers.”  I 
would  like  to  find  some  of  these  answers 
to  pest  control  questions  before  our 
farmers  are  backed  up  against  a  wall. 

This  amendment  will  not  go  far  in 
that  regard,  but  it  will  be  a  signal  to  the 
USDA  to  be  more  aggressive  in  their  ap¬ 
proach  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  colleague  deals 
with  a  subject  that  comes  close  to  all 
of  us. 

But  it  is  extremely  difficult,  if  I  may 
say  so,  to  get  results  for  the  money  you 
spend.  While  we  have  just  about  every 
agency  in  Government  that  is  dealing 
with  this  problem  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  sum  total  spent  in  the 
overall  activities  of  research  service  in 
this  general  area  on  such  problems  as 
fundamental  biology ;  improved  means  of 
nonpesticidal  control ;  improved  pesticide 
use  patterns;  toxicology,  pathology, 
metabolism,  and  fate;  economics  of  pest 
control,  use,  supply,  and  requirements; 
pest  control ;  monitoring ;  and  regulation 
amount  to  $94,500,000. 

We  are  spending  now  about  $18  million 
in  research  in  trying  to  find  nonchemical 
controls.  We  are  all  familiar  with  the 
screw-worm  and  the  success  we  have  had 
with  that. 

But  when  you  name  that  one,  it  gets 
extremely  hard  to  find  other  places 
where  we  have  had  these  kinds  of  break¬ 
throughs. 

Your  committee  has  brought  in  a  bill 
that  gives  an  increase  of  $2  million  above 
what  they  had  for  the  present  year. 
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Certainly,  we  wish  to  meet  this  problem 
so  far  as  we  can,  but  scientists  with  the 
knowhow  and  the  ability  to  contribute  to 
this  overall  problem  are  not  easy  to  come 
by. 

This  bill  should  pass,  if  the  other  body 
acts  on  it  as  it  should  by  the  first  of  July. 
But  you  do  not  snap  your  fingers  and 
get  top  scientists  so  the  chances  are  a  big 
part  of  the  year  will  go  by  while  they 
are  trying  to  find  these  people. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  where  we 
have  raised  last  year’s  level  by  $2  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  overall  field  and  where  in  this 
particular  area  they  are  spending  $18 
million,  and  in  the  overall  area  $94  mil¬ 
lion — I  would  hope  in  the  interest  and 
in  view  of  everything  we  face  as  a  Con¬ 
gress  such  as  inflation  and  imbalanced 
budget,  I  hope  you  will  agree  with  us 
that  if  we  are  just  giving  $18  million 
worth  of  personnel  to  work  that  is  a 
pretty  good  “chunk”  of  manpower.  As 
big  as  the  problem  is,  what  we  want  is 
results.  We  figure  we  will  get  more  results 
if  we  ride  close  herd  over  operations  and 
even  at  that  we  have  gone  ahead  with 
an  extra  million  dollars  over  this  years 
funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  voted  down. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  very  briefly  re¬ 
iterate  what  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  has  already  indicated  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  very  generous  in  this 
field.  We  have  added  a  million  dollars 
over  and  above  the  existing  budget  re¬ 
quest.  This  will  accommodate  as  many 
additional  positions,  as  are  available. 

There  are  not  enough  scientists,  be¬ 
cause  this  is  a  very  scientific  field,  to  add 
further  to  the'  pace  at  which  you  can 
hope  to  have  accomplishment  in  this 
field. 

Consequently,  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

(Mr.  DINGELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
well  familiar  with  the  problem  raised  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  I  wish  to  commend  him  and 
the  subcommittee  for  having  gone  as  far 
as  they  have  gone.  I  believe  the  time  has 
come  for  this  Nation  to  understand  that 
we  must  stop  the  unwise  use  of  pesti¬ 
cides. 

When  my  subcommittee  held  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  legislation  which  ultimate¬ 
ly  created  the  Council  on  Environment¬ 
al  Quality,  distinguished  conservationists 
came  before  our  committee  and  pointed 
out  that  if  it  were  packaged  in  any  other 
kind  of  container,  mother’s  milk,  under 
the  Food  and  Drug  Act,  could  not  be 
shipped  across  State  lines.  Pesticides  are 
not  a  problem.  There  is  an  environment¬ 
al  danger  that  is  approaching,  if  it  has 
not  already  crossed  the  point  of  being 
a  major  disaster. 

Fatty  tissue  in  human  beings  now  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  level  at  which  meat  would  be 
barred  from  interstate  commerce.  We 


do  not  know  the  effect  of  what  these  are 
doing. 

Just  this  morning  a  release  went  across 
my  desk  pointing  out  that  the  birds  of 
prey,  the  American  eagle  and  the  osprey, 
are  now  in  serious  danger.  It  made  men¬ 
tion  of  the  fact  that  there  are  now  only 
something  like  7,000  eagles,  our  national 
bird,  in  the  United  States.  And  it  pointed 
out  that  the  cause  of  this  is  not  assumed 
to  be,  but  is  proven  to  be  DDT  and  aldrin, 
and  it  pointed  out  the  abnormally  high 
levels  of  both  DDT  and  aldrin  in  both 
chickens’  eggs  and  the  brain  tissue  of 
birds.  It  pointed  out  that  most  of  tire 
predatory  birds  are  no  longer  able  to 
nest  because  of  the  fact  that  DDT  affects 
the  shell  development  to  the  point  at 
which  the  bird  cannot  successfully  nest. 

We  have  had  in  this  country  some  very 
successful  programs  to  reduce  insect 
populations  through  the  use  of  biological 
controls,  and  I  believe  it  is  the  hope  of 
not  only  the  game  populations  of  this 
Nation  but  also  it  is  the  hope  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  here  that  we  should  at  an 
early  time  develop  biological  controls,  be¬ 
cause  if  we  do  not,  the  hazards  to  our 
population  perhaps  exceed  anything  that 
we  understand  at  this  time. 

It  is  fair  to  say  that  two  major  pro¬ 
grams  have  already  had  remarkable 
success.  The  screw-worm  in  the  South¬ 
west  has  almost  been  entirely  obliterated 
through  a  wise  program  of  biological 
controls,  a  program  using  irradiated 
males.  In  the  southeastern  part  of  the 
United  States  we  have  already  had  great 
success  with  the  Mediterranean  fruitfly 
by  doing  the  same  thing.  There  is  an 
abundance  of  steps  that  can  be  used  to 
Substitute  much  more  cheaply,  much 
more  effectively,  and  much  less  hazard¬ 
ous  through  the  use  of  biological  con¬ 
trols. 

The  amount  of  money  proposed  is  very 
modest,  $100  million,  and  that  $100  mil¬ 
lion  is  one-fourth  the  amount  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  says  it  can  well 
and  sufficiently  spend  on  expanded  re¬ 
search  into  biological  controls  so  that  in¬ 
stead  of  spreading  into  land  and  pollut- 
ig  our  air,  water,  and  soil,  our  flesh  and 
the  milk  of  our  mothers,  that  we  can 
finally  begin  doing  something  which  will 
get  us  on  a  program  which  will  control 
our  insect  pests  by  devices  which  create 
no  hazard  to  the  soil,  to  the  air,  to  the 
water,  to  human  life,  to  fish,  to  game  re¬ 
sources,  and  if  you  do  not  think  this  is  a 
major  problem,  I  point  out  that  we  are 
fighting  pesticides  that  are  polluting  not 
only  our  flowing  waters  but  also  subsoil 
waters,  and  we  are  finding  that  the  level 
of  pollutants  in  the  subsoil  water  is  so 
high  that  the  coho  salmon,  the  silver 
salmon,  are  being  killed  in  Lake  Michi¬ 
gan.  They  are  not  only  failing  to  repro¬ 
duce,  but  under  food  and  drug  legislation 
now  in  existence,  we  cannot  sell  them 
for  human  consumption  from  the  Great 
Lakes  because  of  the  abnormal  and  dan¬ 
gerously  high  level  of  aldrin  and  DDT 
that  is  present  in  the  flesh. 

So  here  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
support  legislation  which  will  give  us  a 
more  viable  and  a  more  wholesome  envi¬ 
ronment,  and  I  urge  the  House  to  adopt 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 
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Mi-.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield  to  my  distin-  * 
guished  Chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  very  fine  statement  that  has 
been  made  and  the  great  interest  in  the 
subject  that  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  (Mr.  Dingell)  has  mentioned  here. 
There  are  some  arguments  on  facts,  but 
I  rise  now  to  say  that  so  frequently  we 
judge  what  effort  we  are  making  by  the 
amount  of  money  we  see  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  say  this  to  those  who  do. 

I  have  dealt  with  the  folks  In  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  They  are  fine 
people. 

But  there  is  not  a  Member  within  the 
sound  of  my  voice  who  could  not  go  down 
tomorrow  to  the  Department  about  any¬ 
thing  who  would  not  be  told,  even 
though  they  have  $161  million,  that 
something  could  be  done  if  we  would  give 
them  more  money.  I  say  that  about 
many  leaders  particularly  in  the  research 
department. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
Members  to  the  fact  that  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  phase  they  have  $18  million  now  to 
do  this  research.  We  have  given  them 
an  additional  $2  million.  That  does  away 
with  the  argument  that  our  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  made. 

I  urge  we  vote  down  the  amendment. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
the  amendment  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Obey). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Obey)  there 
were — ayes  39,  noes  81. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HATHAWAY 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hathaway:  On 
page  3,  line  14,  strike  “$146,143,200"  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$146,243,200”. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr,  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  to  add  $100,- 
000  to  the  amount  that  is  now  going  to 
the  soil  and  water  research  facility  at 
Orono,  Maine,  which  is  the  only  facility 
in  the  Northeast  for  that  purpose,  is  that 
this  facility  will  be  able  to  purchase 
much  needed  equipment  and  fund  some 
additional  personnel  while  awaiting  the 
construction  money  which  was  author¬ 
ized  by  the  86th  Congress.  In  the  86th 
Congress,  along  with  similar  projects, 
this  facility  was  given  priority  No.  26, 
but  unfortunately  priorities  listed  only 
through  24  have  been  funded  to  date. 
Last  year  the  other  body  approved  $450,- 
000  to  start  construction,  but  unfortu¬ 
nately  this  body  did  not  so  approve,  and 
this  body  prevailed  in  the  conference. 

Maine’s  position  in  potato  production 
has  been  deteriorating  in  the  last  dec¬ 
ade,  one  reason  being  that  there  is  not 
sufficient  effective  research  in  water  and 
soil  conservation. 

Maine  is  now  engaged  in  production 
of  sugar  beets  also,  so  the  need  for  this 
facility  is  much  greater  than  it  was  pre¬ 
viously.  Of  course,  soil  and  water  are 
basic  natural  resources,  the  proper  man¬ 
agement  of  these  resources  is  important 
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to  our  Nation,  and  these  are  being  taxed 
further  by  urban  development  and  in¬ 
dustrialization  demands.  As  a  result, 
there  is  much  greater  need  for  water  and 
soil  resources,  and  based  on  that  water 
and  soil  research  1s  necessary  based  on 
increasing  need  caused  by  the  urban  and 
industrial  and  recreational  uses. 

The  point  of  this  amendment  is  simply 
to  insure  that  in  the  transition  time  be¬ 
tween  now  and  the  time  we  are  able  to 
get  the  funds  to  construct  a  proper 
facility  in  this  area  we  do  have  some 
funds  so  we  can  at  least  expand  the 
existing  facilities  by  a  little  more  equip¬ 
ment,  because  if  this  potato  yield  prob¬ 
lem  is  not  taken  care  of  immediately,  and 
the  yield  of  other  crops  in  the  area,  an¬ 
other  year  may  be  too  late. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  can  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  problem  and  appreciate  the 
problems  in  Maine.  We  have  them  in 
my  State  and  elsewhere. 

Let  me  give  our  situation  as  to  this 
matter  of  new  laboratories.  Some  years 
ago  the  committee  had  a  study  made  to 
see  what  laboratory  facilities  were  needed 
all  over  the  United  States.  We  thought 
we  would  get  a  thorough  study  by  the 
Department.  Instead,  they  sent  out  let¬ 
ters  all  over  the  country,  and  brought 
them  up,  figuratively,  in  a  bushel  basket 
and  dumped  them  at  our  feet.  Our  friends 
on  the  other  side  took  those  and  gave  a 
list  of  priorities.  That  is  how  the  pri¬ 
orities  got  into  it. 

This  is  the  immediate  situation:  The 
laboratories  have  been  appropriated  for 
by  the  Congress  in  recent  years.  This 
year  we  had  to  go  along  with  $3.5  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  budget,  not  in  the  budget, 
for  staffing  new  laboratories  which  in 
many  instances  were  standing  idle. 

This  year,  due  to  circumstances,  three- 
fourths  of  the  new  starts  for  construc¬ 
tion  early  in  the  year  were  frozen. 

So  the  committee  did  not  review  these 
overall  requests  for  laboratories,  of  which 
there  were  quite  a  number  that  were  not 
budgeted.  We  decided  we  would  have  to 
study  them  A  to  Z  to  go  through  with 
them. 

That  is  the  reason  why  I  would  have 
to  oppose  the  amendment.  I  will  be  glad 
to  join  with  the  gentleman  in  trying  to 
see  what  can  be  done  with  the  money 
the  Department  does  get,  to  see  if  within 
the  funds  they  do  have  they  can  give 
special  attention  to  this,  until  such  time 
as  they  get  back  into  the  construction 
phase.  I  would  be  glad  to  go  into  it  as 
fully  as  I  know  how,  and  to  try  to  help 
as  much  as  I  know  how. 

This  is  one  of  a  great  number  in  here. 
If  we  make  this  exception  we  would  have 
no  basis  for  not  going  along  with  any 
other  one. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  will  not  press  his 
amendment  at  this  time,  because  I  would 
have  to  oppose  it,  but  I  am  in  accord  with 
what  he  seeks. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  very  cooperative  attitude. 

Let  me  ask  the  gentleman  this  ques¬ 
tion:  Would  not  an  additional  $100,000 
help  the  gentleman  in  his  bargaining 
with  the  Department? 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  They  either  construct 
or  they  do  not.  When  it  gets  into  these 
other  areas,  the  Department  has  many, 
many  authorities  which  permit  them  to 
allocate  funds  to  carry  on  work.  As  to  the 
construction,  we  either  have  to  do  it  or 
not  do  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine  (Mr.  Hathaway). 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate 
and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title 
III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393) ;  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161); 
sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  16(d),  16(e),  16(f), 
16(1),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  590g-590q);  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814, 
and  1816);  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  $152,690,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $68,- 
779,000  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to 
exceed  $30,228,000  under  the  limitation  on 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other 
funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Sta¬ 
bilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  au¬ 
thorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided 
further.  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  or  made  available  under  this  Act  shall 
be  used  (1)  to  influence  the  vote  in  any 
referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural 
legislation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C. 
1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other  expenses  of 
members  of  county  and  community  commit¬ 
tees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in  any 
activities  other  than  advisory  and  supervisory 
duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  23,  line  8,  after  the  word  “regulations”, 
strike  the  period,  add  a  colon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

"Provided  further.  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  this  act  shall  be  used  during 
the  period  ending  June  30,  1971  to  formulate 
or  carry  out  any  1971  crop-year  program 
under  which  the  total  amount  of  payments 
to  a  person  under  such  program  would  be 
in  excess  of  $20,000.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  a  new  issue  to  this  body.  Even  though 
there  has  been  some  shifting  of  alle- 
gience  for  payment  limitations  from  year 
to  year  and  even  hour  by  hour  by  some 
people,  it  has  been  my  feeling  all  the  way 
through  that  we  should  seize  every  op¬ 
portunity  that  comes  along  in  an  effort 
to  impose  a  reasonable  ceiling  on  the 
total  number  of  dollars  that  any  farmer 


may  receive  under  any  commodity  pro¬ 
gram. 

Now,  some  of  you  will  have  before  you 
a  letter  from  Secretary  Hardin.  It  is  out 
of  date  and,  in  fact,  it  is  erroneous  be¬ 
cause  it  assumes  something  that  is  not 
correct;  namely,  that  my  amendment 
applies  to  a  farm  when,  in  fact,  the  lim¬ 
itation  goes  to  a  commodity. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  too,  that  Sec¬ 
retary  Hardin’s  position  seems  to  change 
from  time  to  time.  A  year  ago  he  was 
against  the  limitation.  Later  on  he  came 
out  in  favor  of  $110,000  per  commodity. 

Then  subsequently  he  came  out  and 
stated  that  this  was  too  high.  Now,  it  is 
not  too  surprising,  perhaps,  that  he  finds 
my  limitation  too  low,  but  I  live  in  hopes 
that  tomorrow  perhaps  he  will  be  with 
me. 

My  friend  from  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Conte,  has  indicated  that  he  will  not 
support  this  amendment,  which  I  regret 
very  much,  because  he  gave  it  good  sup¬ 
port  last  time  and  on  a  previous  appro¬ 
priation  bill  he  was  fervently  for  a  lim¬ 
itation.  In  fact,  earlier  this  afternoon  he 
did  inform  me  that  he  would  offer  a  lim¬ 
itation  on  this  bill.  So  I  live  in  hopes  that 
when  the  time  comes  for  vote  maybe  he 
too,  will  be  with  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  a  lot  of 
discussion  about  the  sugar  limitation. 
That  is  the  principal  issue,  in  effect,  of 
my  amendment.  I  will  not  go  to  great  ef¬ 
forts  to  impose  a  limitation  on  payments 
thereto,  but  I  do  call  the  attention  espe¬ 
cially  of  Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
to  John  H.  Schnittker,  Under  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  under  President  Johnson, 
who  stated  publicly  in  testimony  to  the 
Congress  that  in  his  opinion  the  pay¬ 
ments  to  farmers  under  the  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  amount  that  they  presently 
exist  serve  no  public  purpose. 

It  is  also  important  that  we  be  clear 
about  what  my  amendment  does.  It  es¬ 
tablishes  the  payment  limit  at  $20,000 
per  commodity. 

This  level  has  been  thoroughly  re¬ 
searched  and  discussed  and  many  of  us 
have  taken  surveys  on  it.  All  of  you  have 
been  asked  as  to  your  opinion  with 
reference  to  a  limitation  of  this  level. 

My  amendment  affects  1971  crops 
only.  It  would  not  affect  in  any  way  cur¬ 
rent  crops.  It  would  only  affect  those 
grown  for  harvest  in  1971.  Therefore,  it 
is  not  retroactive. 

The  “snap  back”  provision  about 
which  we  heard  so  much  a  year  ago,  no 
longer  has  any  meaning  because  it  ex¬ 
pires  with  the  expiration  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act,  as  amended.  It  is  my  belief 
and  understanding  that  none  of  the  pro¬ 
posals  that  have  come  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  carries  such  a  provision. 

But,  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  a 
very  curious  provision  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  and  that  is  section  508,  a  section 
which  in  my  opinion  was  deliberately 
put  in  here  in  a  very  inconspicuous  man¬ 
ner  in  an  effort  to  negate  a  payment 
limitation  should  such  be  adopted  by 
this  body.  Section  508  appears  on  page 
39  of  the  bill.  This  makes  it  doubly  hard 
to  get  a  limitation  voted  today. 

This  amendment  applies  only  to  sin¬ 
gle-year  commodity  programs.  Pay¬ 
ments  through  the  cropland  retirement 
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program  are  not  affected  because  many 
of  those  are  multiyear  programs.  It 
would  apply  to  feed  grains,  cotton, 
wheat,  sugar,  and  wool;  that  is,  any  pay¬ 
ments  thereunder  would  apply  to  pay¬ 
ments  only  and  not  to  crop  loans. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Findley 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  another 
important  item  is  that  the  limitation  ap¬ 
plies  to  a  person.  This  is  a  word  of  art 
that  has  been  defined  and  established 
under  Department  operations  in  the  past 
few  years.  The  Department — which  may 
be  a  surprise  to  some  of  you — has  had 
broad  experience  in  administering  farm 
payment  limitations.  There  have  been 
five  different  programs  in  recent  years 
under  which  the  Department  has  admin¬ 
istered  limitations. 

Its  effect  is  to  put  a  ceiling  on  income 
support.  Its  principal  impact  is  on  cot¬ 
ton  and  sugar  production.  Under  the 
sugar  program  every  dime  paid  to  a 
farmer  who  produces  sugar — and  this 
reaches  the  amount  of  some  $100  million 
a  year — every  dime  of  those  payments  is 
income  supplement.  There  is  no  land  re¬ 
tirement  required.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  certified  that  two-thirds 
of  the  dollars  paid  out  to  farmers  under 
the  cotton  program  are  likewise  income 
supplement.  Less  than  one-third  of  the 
dollar  paid  into  the  cotton  program 
can  be  attributed  to  payment  for  resource 
adjustment,  that  is,  land  retirement. 

This  amendment  will  not  put  anyone 
in  the  poor  house.  If  adopted,  it  would 
permit  a  farmer  to  receive  as  much  as 
$20,000  per  commodity.  A  Government 
guaranteed  income  at  $20,000  a  year 
compares  very  favorably  to  the  other 
levels  of  guaranteed  income  that  we  have 
talked  about. 

It  has  been  argued  that  we  ought  to 
wait  for  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
to  bring  out  a  bill  dealing  with  this  sub¬ 
ject  matter.  Over  a  year  ago  we  were 
told  that  a  new  farm  bill  was  just  ahead 
and  we  ought  to  delay  approving  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  appropriation  bill  last  year 
because  we  ought  to  let  the  legislative 
processes  work.  However,  14  months  after 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  took  up  the 
question,  the  committee  seems  no  nearer 
agreement  than  at  the  outset.  There  is 
no  certainty  that  a  legislative  bill  will 
be  enacted  this  year.  But  whether  it  is 
or  not,  it  is  the  prerogative  of  this  body 
under  the  rules  of  the  House  to  impose 
a  limitation  on  the  use  of  appropriated 
funds.  If  this  is  done,  in  my  opinion,  it 
will  serve"  as  constructive  notice  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  that  when  if 
it  does  report  a  legislative  bill,  to  limit 
the  payments  to  not  more  than  $20,000. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  gentleman  tell  me  whether  “a  per¬ 
son”  is  also  a  corporation? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  am  putting  in  the  Record 
today  the  details  of  the  regulations  which 
have  been  used  by  the  Department  in 


the  past  few  years  which  spell  out  the 
definitions  of  “person.”  If  a  person  has 
a  corporate  interest  the  amount  of  in¬ 
come  he  acquires  from  that  corpora¬ 
tion  will  be  counted  in  computing  that 
limitation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  again  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Melcher,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Findley  was  al¬ 
lowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional  min¬ 
ute.) 

Mr.  MELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  again  yielding  to  me. 

I  would  also  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
how  the  proposed  amendment  would 
treat  a  State  with  a  vast  amount  of 
school  land,  and  how  it  would  treat  In¬ 
dian  reservations  with  numerous  Indians 
who  do  not  farm,  but  whose  land  is 
farmed? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Any  association  or  gov¬ 
ernmental  subdivision  which  signs  up  as 
a  cooperator  under  the  commodity  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  classified  as  a  person. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  In  other  words,  the 
State  school  land  would  be  limited  to 
$20,000? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  That  is  correct,  and  I 
think  it  should  be. 

Mr.  MELCHER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  explanation,  but  I  must  point 
out  that  Montana  schools  and  Montana 
Indians  might  seriously  be  damaged  by 
this  amendment.  Unless  consideration 
is  given  to  the  practical  effect  of  what 
appears  to  be  a  simple  amendment  we 
could  fund  Montana  school  land  and 
Indian  lands  farmed  by  tenants  or  on  a 
share  basis  forced  out  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  This  would  greatly  reduce  the  in¬ 
come  of  both  the  schools  and  the  In¬ 
dians.  In  both  cases  this  can  be  avoided 
by  properly  drafting  a  payment  limita¬ 
tions.  Such  is  not  the  case  with  this 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  origi¬ 
nally  reserved  a  point  of  order  on  the 
amendment,  if  I  may  call  that  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Chair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  desire  to  be  heard  on 
his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 

If  the  Chair  will  note,  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered  to  a  particular  section 
of  the  bill,  but  the  language  provides 
that,  “none  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  act,”  so  it  is  a  limitation,  which 
means  it  applies  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  The  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  was  created  under 
the  laws  of  Delaware  in  1933.  It  was 
given  the  power,  it  was  given  the  right, 
and  it  was  given  the  obligation  of  mak¬ 
ing  payments,  to  make  loans  under  the 
Corporation  Control  Act,  and  it  was  pro¬ 
vided  that  nothing  in  that  act  should 
let  the  Congress  prevent  the  corpora¬ 
tion  from  discharging  its  functions.  I 
might  say  the  same  thing  applies  to  the 
TVA. 

I  respectfully,  therefore,  submit,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  to  change  the  Corpora¬ 
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tion  Control  Act  and  to  relieve  it  of  its 
responsibilities  which  have  been  'care¬ 
fully  protected  by  the  Congress  on  at 
least  two  occasions,  even  in  the  Anti- 
Deficiency  Act,  which  was  some  year's 
later,  would  take  legislation.  It  can  only 
be  done  that  way,  and  since  it  would 
require  legislation  to  change  it,  anything 
that  has  that  effect  here  of  necessity 
must  be  legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  desire  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  point  of  order.  This  is  the  similar 
argument  that  has  been  extended  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  on  sev¬ 
eral  previous  occasions.  One  such  occa¬ 
sion  was  January  26,  1965;  another  oc¬ 
casion  was  June  6,  1967,  and  another  oc¬ 
casion  related  to  an  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
(Mr.  Conte)  on  May  26,  1969. 

On  each  of  those  occasions  the  limita¬ 
tion  went  to  the  entire  act,  as  does  this 
amendment.  It  stated  on  each  occasion 
that  “no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  used,  or  none  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  act,” — language  of  that 
sort.  The  language  applies  to  adminis¬ 
trative  salaries  of  ASDA  organizations. 
The  limitation  is  clearly  negative  on  its 
face.  It  clearly  shows  retrenchment,  the 
reduction  in  spending,  and,  therefore, 
is  entirely  within  the  Holman  Rule,  and 
I  believe  it  is  completely  in  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  rule. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  de¬ 
clares,  the  point  of  order  and  the  argu¬ 
ments  supporting  it  have  been  offered  on 
previous  occasions,  and  on  occasion  by 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi,  as  re¬ 
cently  as  the  26th  of  May  last  year. 

This  point  was  made  last  year  with 
respect  to  an  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  (Mr. 
Conte)  ,  which,  while  not  identical,  is,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  sufficiently 
similar  to  the  presently  offered  amend¬ 
ment,  as  to  govern. 

On  that  occasion  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  offered  an  amendment 
which  would  have  provided: 

That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or 
carry  out  any  price  support  program  (other 
than  for  sugar)  under  which  payments  ag- 
regating  more  than  $20,000  under  all  such 
programs  are  made  to  any  producer  or  any 
crops  planted  in  the  fiscal  year  1970. 

On  the  basis  of  previous  rulings  of  the 
Chair,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  present 
occupant  of  the  chair,  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Il¬ 
linois  is  a  limitation  on  an  appropriation 
bill  and  is  therefore  in  order. 

The  point  of  order  is  overruled. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  who  just  preceded  me  mentioned 
me.  He  said  that  he  had  hoped  I  would 
walk  up  the  aisle  with  him  and  that  I 
had  told  him  I  was  going  to  offer  an 
amendment  for  $10,000. 
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Of  course  I  plan  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  for  $10,000.  I  intend  to  offer  it 
when  the  legislative  bill  comes  here. 

When  we  were  debating  the  foreign  aid 
bill  here  on  Thursday,  he  spoke  to  me. 
He  came  up  to  the  desk  and  said,  “Are 
you  going  to  offer  an  amendment?’’  I 
said,  “Paul,  I  think  this  is  the  wrong  way 
to  do  it.” 

Twice,  I  have  won  this  battle.  I  won 
after  battles  here  on  the  floor  and  then 
the  Senate  did  not  go  along  with  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  all  seriousness  I  met 
with  the  gentleman  at  a  meeting  with 
this  ad  hoc  committee  from  the  legisla¬ 
tive  agricultural  committee  and  we  tried 
to  come  out  with  compromise  proposals. 
I  think  we  are  going  to  make  some  real 
headway,  as  I  said  earlier  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  today.  Secretary  Hardin  is 
the  first  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  come 
out  and  say  that  we  will  have  to  have 
some  kind  of  payment  limitation.  He  is 
the  very  first. 

I  do  disagree  with  his  $110,000  per  crop 
proposal  which  is  way  too  high  and 
ridiculous. 

But  I  had  breakfast  with  him,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Findley) 
was  there  and  others — the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Quie)  was  with  me. 
Several  weeks  ago  I  told  him  it  was  too 
high  and  I  thought  we  got  some  results 
out  of  that  meeting.  He  did  not  commit 
himself  to  any  figure,  but  our  discussion 
would  indicate  that  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  would  settle  for  less. 

With  the  ad  hoc  committee,  I  thought 
we  made  progress  and  they  were  going 
to  bring  that  recommendation  back  to 
Mr.  Poage’s  committee.  But,  unfortun¬ 
ately,  our  agreement  with  the  committee 
blew  up  and  nothing  happened. 

Some  may  try  to  scare  us  and  say 
that  there  may  not  be  an  Ag  bill  this 
year.  But  to  folks  like  myself  who  are 
opposed  to  these  scandalous  high  pay¬ 
ments  this  is  the  best  thing-  that  could 
happen,  since  there  would  then  be  no 
farm  subsidy  payments  except  for  sugar. 
If  the  present  act  expires,  these  subsidy 
payments  cease,  and  the  law  reverts  back 
to  the  old  loan  program.  So  we  have 
nothing  to  lose.  We  can  wait  this  thing 
out. 

With  any  sound  limitation  payment 
we  must  have  strong  language  to  pre¬ 
vent  them  from  subdividing  these  large 
tracts  of  land.  This  Is  the  way  the  big 
farmers  can  get  around  the  amendment. 
They  will  set  up  all  these  dummy  corpo¬ 
rate  entities  and  they  will  collect  $20,000 
each.  Instead  of  one  big  farm  being  're¬ 
duced  to  $20,000,  there  may  be  50  getting 
$20,000. 

This  is  what  I  want  to  prevent.  When 
Mr.  Poage’s  committee  gets  ready  to 
bring  out  a  bill1,  I  want  to  make  sure 
the  limitation  is  low  and  that  we  have 
strong  language  against  subdividing  to 
get  around  a  payment  limitation. 

This  is  what  I  want  to  do  when  Mr. 
Poage’s  committee  gets  ready  to  bring 
out  a  bill,  to  put  on  a  good  tight  amend¬ 
ment.  If  they  do  not  come  out  with  an 
agreeable  one,  we  will  get  a  bonafide 
limitation,  I  warn  you  right  now,  with 
tight  language  so  they  cannot  get  around 
a  limitation. 


I  am  sorry  I  have  to  be  put  in  this 
embarrassing  position  after  carrying  this 
battle  for  years  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
but  it  is  the  only  right  and  sensible  thing 
to  do.  If  no  amendment  goes  on,  I  have 
the  agreement  I  will  offer  the  amendment 
to  strike  out  section  508,  and  my  friend 
from  Mississippi  said  he  would  go  along 
with  me  and  recommend  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  it  be  stricken  out.  So  I  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  think 
I  am  in  about  the  most  neutral  position 
of  any  Member  of  the  House.  I  do  not 
get  even  a  dollar  in  my  district  for  any 
kind  of  farm  payments,  not  $20,000,  not 
$4  million. 

Apparently  the  two  champions  of  this 
cutting  of  payments  have  fallen  out  with 
each  other.  The  gentleman  from  Illinois 
gets  $49  million  in  his  district.  I  do  not 
get  any.  It  is  all  right  for  his  district  to 
get  $49  million  if  you  just  spread  it 
around  far  enough.  You  do  not  spread 
anything  around  in  my  district  at  all. 

You  might  say,  “Well,  then,  why  would 
you  oppose  a  limitation  of  payments 
when  you  do  not  have  any  payments  in 
your  district,  little  or  big?” 

I  will  tell  you  why  I  do  that.  In  the 
first  place,  the  limitation  of  payments  is 
going  to  eventually,  and  maybe  in  not 
too  long  a  time,  completely  destroy  farm 
programs.  You  gentlemen  over  there  who 
represent  consumers  will  say,  “So  what? 
The  quicker  we  get  rid  of  them  the  more 
money  we  will  save  for  the  taxpayers.” 

Maybe  you  will.  You  will  save  maybe 
$3  or  $4  billion.  But  if  you  bring  on  a 
farm  depression  in  this  country,  which 
happened  in  the  1930’s,  when  wheat  sold 
for  26  cents  a  bushel  and  corn  sold  for  11 
cents,  your  people  back  home  are  not 
going  to  have  jobs  any  more  than  they 
did  during  the  1930’s,  because  when  you 
destroy  the  largest  industry  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  you  will  destroy  the  entire  economy 
of  the  entire  country. 

I  represent  a  metropolitan  city  that  has 
a  lot  of  manufacturing.  A  lot  of  the  prod¬ 
ucts  that  are  sold  out  of  that  city  even¬ 
tually  go  to  the  farm  trade,  and  if  we  do 
not  have  any  farm  trade,  I  am  going  to 
be  hurt  and  my  district  is  going  to  be 
hurt  just  as  much  as  the  rest  of  you. 

So  when  you  think  that  it  does  not 
concern,  me  because  nobody  in  my  dis¬ 
trict  gets  anything,  I  point  out  that  what 
you  do  with  a  farm  bill  is  that  you  buy 
the  reduction  of  production,  and  when 
you  buy  $4  million  of  reduction  in  pro¬ 
duction,  you  help  every  little  farmer  in 
the  country,  and  when  you  drive  the  big 
boys  out — and  they  will  have  to  go  out 
with  any  kind  of  proposed  figures — when 
you  drive  them  out,  they  will  produce 
enough  stuff  that  there  will  be  no  little 
farmers  left,  and  then  you  fellows  in  the 
cities  will  have  to  support  those  people 
with  your  aid  progams. 

So  everybody  in  this  House  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  a  farm  bill,  because  without  that 
you  are  going  to  ruin  the  economy  of  the 
country,  and  the  quickest  way  to  ruin 
the  farm  bill  is  to  put  on  a  limitation  of 
payments. 

I  know  it  is  a  great  publicity  stunt. 
Anybody  in  the  world  can  make  the  most 


horrible  statements  about  why  our  men 
should  get  $3  million  to  not  do  anything. 
Well,  that  is  fine,  but  what  about  all  the 
other  subsidies  in  this  country?  Ever 
since  the  beginning  of  the  country  we 
have  had  subsidies  of  all  kinds. 

The  reason  for  those  subsidies  was  to 
help  the  economy  of  the  whole  country. 
We  have  not  had  any  more  subsidies  for 
farmers  than  we  have  had  for  business¬ 
men  and  laborers  and  others.  So  to  those 
people  who  feel  they  are  just  not  con¬ 
cerned  in  this  battle  between  Massachu¬ 
setts  and  Illinois  and  who  gets  the  credit 
for  running  the  farm  program,  I  say  they 
are  concerned. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  men¬ 
tion  was  made  of  section  508,  which  I 
talked  about  earlier,  which  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Sec.  508.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  change  any 
price  support  program  payment  or  payments, 
or  commodity  loan  or  loans  in  any  manner, 
the  effect  of  which  is  to  modify  substantive 
law. 

My  purpose  there  was  to  permit  the 
legislative  committee  and  the  Congress 
to  pass  an  agricultural  act.  I  thought  it 
ill  became  us  to  interfere  with  that,  and 
not  only  because  of  that,  but  also  because 
it  was  thoroughly  unsound  to  try  to  write 
in  this  appropriation  bill  restrictions  and 
limitations,  and  in  a  sense  to  try  to  write 
a  bill  that  properly  belongs  to  another 
committee  and  belongs  to  the  Congress. 

But  in  the  event  this  amendment  is 
defeated,  there  will  be  no  further  need 
for  that  section,  so  I  will  recommend  to 
the  subcommittee,  and  I  believe  it  will  go 
along  with  me,  that  this  section  will  be 
no  longer  needed,  and  we  will  thereby  be 
leaving  it  in  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  where  it  should  be,  so  that  com¬ 
mittee  can  work  its  will  and  so  this  Con¬ 
gress  can  work  its  will. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  (Mr.  Findley)  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2) 
and  306(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926) ,  $56,000,000. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SMITH  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa: 
On  page  32,  lines  24  and  25,  delete  “$56,000,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,000,000”. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  would  increase  from  $56 
million  up  to  $100  million  the  amount  of 
money  available  for  the  rural  water  and 
sewer  program. 

The  so-called  rural  water  and  sewer 
program  applies  to  communities  of  5,500 
and  under.  Last  year  the  Department 
returned  $276  million  of  these  applica¬ 
tions  for  lack  of  money.  This  is  one  im- 
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portant  place  where  money  is  really 
needed  in  this  country  if  we  are  going 
to  fight  pollution. 

We  hear  a  lot  about  the  urban  crisis. 
Indeed  there  is  an  urban  crisis.  But  when 
we  look  at  the  statistics  we  find  that 
there  are  more  people  below  the  poverty 
level  in  this  country  who  are  in  the  non¬ 
metropolitan  areas  than  in  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  even  though  there  are  less 
than  half  as  many  people  in  the  non¬ 
metropolitan  areas. 

Indeed,  there  is  an  urban  crisis  that  is 
being  fed  from  the  nonmetropolitan 
areas. 

These  people  have  been  unable  to  pro¬ 
vide  water  and  sewer  systems  that  they 
need.  We  find  also  that  an  astounding  30 
percent  of  the  homes  in  these  areas  have 
no  plumbing.  These  are  the  areas  where 
we  really  need  to  put  the  effort  on  anti¬ 
pollution. 

Also  last  year  we  increased,  under  an¬ 
other  program  for  urban  areas,  the 
amount  of  money  from  $214  million  up 
to  $800  million,  and  under  another  pro¬ 
gram  this  year  from  $150  million  to  $500 
million.  This  rural  program  last  year 
had  $46  million  and  $276  million  of  ap¬ 
plications  were  returned  for  lack  of 
money. 

I  want  to  commend  the  committee  for 
what  it  has  done  in  this  bill.  I  believe  it 
is  a  good  bill.  They  are  really  making 
an  effort  in  this  regard.  But  I  believe 
this  is  one  place  where  we  really  ought 
to  put  extra  emphasis  and  provide  the 
amount  of  money  authorized. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  join  the  gentleman,  and  I 
would  add  this  further  dimension  to  his 
reasoning.  The  Federal  Government  and 
its  officials  have  for  a  number  of  years 
promised  approval  of  projects  to  these 
smaller  communities,  many  of  which,  in¬ 
cidentally,  are  on  the  perimeters  of 
larger  cities  and  help  to  relieve  the  pres¬ 
sures  on  the  larger  cities,  but  because 
of  the  funding  level  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  actually  broken  faith  with  a 
number  of  these  small  towns.  They  were 
told  they  would  get  the  projects.  They 
have  had  project  applications  in  for  3  or 
4  or  5  years.  Always  they  are  told,  “You 
will  get  the  project.”  But  each  year  we 
find  them  delayed  again  and  again. 

The  gentleman  is  correct.  These  are 
worthwhile  projects  in  this  environ¬ 
mental  battle,  trying  to  solve  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  cities  as  well  as  the  problems 
of  the  small  towns. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  gentleman 
brings  up  another  good  point.  Some  of 
these  applicants  are  right  on  the  perim¬ 
eter  of  the  cities.  If  they  are  not  orga¬ 
nized  as  a  public  corporation,  they  are 
not  eligible  under  the  other  law  and  there 
is  no  way  to  secure  the  needed  funds 
under  the  other  law.  This  amendment  is 
needed  and  this  is  a  way  to  help  the  city 
problem  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  on  tins  amendment.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  a  much  needed  increase  in  the 


funding  for  this  essential  project  and 
would  benefit  all  rural  areas. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Again  I  com¬ 
mend  the  subcommittee  for  this  bill  and 
for  what  they  have  done.  They  have  done 
a  great  deal,  but  I  just  do  not  believe 
they  have  done  enough  on  this  program. 
I  hope  they  will  not  fight  this  amend¬ 
ment  vigorously. 

Mr.  SCHADEBERG.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SCHADEBERG.  I  wish  to  associ¬ 
ate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  in  the  well,  because  I  believe,  also, 
this  is  a  very  important  part  of  the  en¬ 
vironmental  program,  and  certainly  will 
go  a  long  way  toward  helping  not  only 
in  the  rural  areas  but  also  in  the  cities 
and  towns. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  use  those  words  in¬ 
tentionally.  I  strongly  support  this  pro¬ 
gram,  too.  In  addition  may  I  say  I  know 
of  no  Member  of  Congress  for  whom  I 
have  a  higher  regard  than  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa,  Neal  Smith  who  offered 
this  amendment. 

I  will  tell  the  Members,  it  is  pretty 
hard  sometimes  to  hold  the  position  I 
do  having  here  to  present  what  the  com¬ 
mittee  felt  we  could  get  through.  Hav¬ 
ing  grown  up  in  the  rural  community 
where  as  I  have  frequently  said  we  need¬ 
ed  to  strike  water  worse  than  we  did  oil, 
I  know  what  we  are  all  talking  about 
here. 

May  I  say  to  you  that  it  sounds  mighty 
good  to  provide  a  whole  lot  of  money, 
and  we  have  done  it  a  lot  of  times  when 
it  did  no  good.  Last  year  your  subcom¬ 
mittee  recommended  and  the  Congress 
approved  an  increase  from  $24  million  to 
$46  million  $18  million  was  frozen,  and 
finally  we  did  get  this  sum  released  about 
60  days  ago. 

This  is  not  the  only  money  in  this  bill. 
We  provide  $74  million  available  for 
loans. 

I  always  believe  in  progress  in  this 
area  and  I  know  that  the  Nation  needs 
it.  It  was  the  belief  that  we  could  get 
more  progress  if  we  follow  a  consistent 
basis  and  get  the  money  released  than  to 
have  a  higher  figure  and  have  the  funds 
frozen.  In  this  bill  we  have  gone  from 
$24  million  to  $56  million.  I  have  not 
figured  it  out,  but  that  is  about  a  135- 
percent  increase.  This  $56  million  is  in 
grant  money.  We  thought  we  could  really 
make  better  progress  that  way,  for  our 
trouble  this  year  was  not  because  we  did 
not  appropriate  but  because  we  could  not 
get  the  funds  released.  Our  subcommittee 
has  done  the  best  that  it  could  do.  We 
are  dealing  with  a  subject  here  that  is 
very  complicated,  and  we  want  you  to 
know  that  we  are  just  as  vitally  in¬ 
terested  in  it  as  anyone  else.  Perhaps 
attitudes  have  changed.  The  need  is  cer¬ 
tainly  there. 

If  the  $100  million  figure  is  substituted, 
it  certainly  will  not  upset  me  so  far  as 
my  sympathy  personally  is  '  concerned 
and  my  belief  in  the  program.  As  chair¬ 
man  of  this  subcommittee  for  some  16 
or  18  years,  I  believe  we  carried  this 
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about  as  fast  as  we  could  get  by  with, 
and  I  personally  do  not  care  to  antag¬ 
onize  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  have 
half  of  what  we  have  in  this  bill  frozen. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  words.  I  know  he  is  sincere 
and  he  has  done  a  lot  for  this  program. 
In  reference  to  how  much  the  adminis¬ 
tration  will  distribute,  I  remember  that 
last  year  the  administration  asked  for 
$214  million  for  an  urban  pollution  pro¬ 
gram  and  later  after  we  appropriated 
$800  million  they  told  us  that  they  could 
use  $800  million.  So  I  think  they  are 
capable  of  changing  their  mind  if  we 
show  that  we  intend  to  do  something 
about  it,  too. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  You  could  be  right.  I 
certainly  hope  so. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  There  is  another  factor  in¬ 
volved,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi.  There  have  been  very  few 
or  relatively  few  applications  for  this 
program  in  the  last  couple  of  years,  In 
other  words,  this  is  not  a  progressive 
proposition.  The  applications  which  are 
pending  and  could  use  the  amount  of 
money  that  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
suggests  are  applications  which  have 
been  in  and  which  are  approved  and  sim¬ 
ply  need  a  signature  for  approval  if  the 
funds  are  available. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
allow  me  to  say  this,  let  me  mention 
some  of  the  things  involved  that  we 
went  through  in  this  subcommittee  with 
the  REA  program.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  believe  in  area  coverage  and  I 
want  to  cover  the  country  like  a  blanket. 
But  if  you  do  not  mind,  in  your  haste 
you  will  have  some  small  pipes  at  your 
well  and  inside  of  18  months  you  will 
have  to  dig  them  all  up  because  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  move - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Whitten 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
trying  to  say  that  you  need  proper  plan¬ 
ning  too.  I  do  not  say  that  you  could  not 
use  $100  million.  I  am  talking  about 
whether  you  can  do  it  in  the  next  12 
months.  I  will  go  along  with  you  with  the 
fact  that  it  takes  a  lot  of  investment,  but 
we  have  to  make  studies  in  order  to  find 
out  how  to  do  it  and  it  also  takes  proper 
planning.  We  have  already  a  number  of 
places  throughout  the  United  States 
where  we  are  trying  to  get  on  as  fast  as 
we  can  with  the  amount  of  money  that 
we  have.  I  am  in  accord  with  my  friend 
from  Iowa.  I  am  for  all  of  the  money 
being  spent,  but  you  do  not  always  get 
more  progress  in  trying  to  spend  it  too 
fast  without  proper  planning.  I  am 
sympathetic  with  the  gentleman  in  his 
procedure.  I  say,  though,  that  the  sub¬ 
committee  has  raised  this  135  percent 
above  the  budget,  and  that  is  a  pretty 
substantial  increase,  in  my  opinion. 
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Mr.  KYL.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
further? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  would  not  want  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  think  that  these  applications 
have  not  been  appropriately  engineered 
and  approved; 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  A  whole  lot  of  them 
have  not,  if  I  may  say  so,  looking  to  the 
future  growth. 

Mr.  KYL.  I  would  hope  that  future 
growth  does  occur,  but  I  say  again  to 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  that  un¬ 
less  we  get  sewer  and  water  systems  that 
growth  will  not  occur. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Again  may  I  say  it  is 
the  rate  of  speed  that  we  can  progress, 
because  we  are  surely  headed  the  same 
way  with  the  same  desires. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  (Mr.  Smith)  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Mahon)  there 
were — ayes  64,  noes  45. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  508.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated 
in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  change  any  price 
support  program  payment  or  payments,  or 
commodity  loan  or  loans  in  any  manner,  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  modify  substantive  law. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CONTE 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Conte:  On  page 
39,  lines  8  through  11,  strike  all  of  section 
508. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  yield 
tome? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter  with  the  members  of 
the  subcommittee  that  I  could  contact 
at  this  time,  and  there  are  no  objections 
on  the  part  of  those  members,  and  un¬ 
less  some  individual  member  does  have 
an  objection — and  if  so,  I  will  be  glad 
to  hear  from  that  member  at  this  time — 
otherwise,  on  behalf  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  we  will  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
no  objection  to  the  amendment  from  this 
side. 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  thank  the  gentlemen. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Conte)  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  sundry  amendments,  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Wright,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  17923)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes, 
had  directed  him  to  report  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  sundry  amendments, 
with  the  recommendation  that  the 
amendments  be  agreed  to  and  that  the 
bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  and 
all  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment?  If  not,  the 
Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

1ENERAI/ LEAVE 

Mr.  WHITTEN/ Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  cota/nt  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legj&ative  days  to  revise  and 
extend  their  /remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  V^hout  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

TherJ was  no  objects 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
tULES  TO  FILE  CERTAIN  PRIV¬ 
ILEGED  REPORTS 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speake?\I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight 
night  to  file  certain  privileged  report! 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to' 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Hawaii? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  do  I  understand 
the  committee  is  not  asking  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  or  preparing  to  file  a  rule 
with  respect  to  postal  reform  legisla¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  is  correct  in  his  understand¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  not  a  part  of  your 
request? 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  It  is  not  a  part  of 
my  request. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Hawaii  (Mr.  Matsunaga)  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  BAL¬ 
ANCE  OF  WEEK 

(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  as/ed  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORDyMr.  Speaker, 
I.  take  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  ask¬ 
ing  the  distinguished  inajority  leader 
the  program  for  the  retfi  of  the  week  and 
if  there  are  any  changes  from  the  an¬ 
nounced  program  ^as  contained  in  the 
whip  notice. 

Mr.  ALBERT/  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  In  response  to  the  in¬ 
quiry  oi  the  distinguished  minority 
leader yand  pursuant  to  the  reservation 
madoon  connection  with  the  announce- 
me}R  of  this  week’s  program,  we  are 
ing  some  changes  in  the  program, 
lich  are  due  to  the  fact  that  a  rule 
las  not  been  granted  on  the  postal  re¬ 
form  bill  which  was  scheduled  for  to¬ 
morrow.  In  lieu  of  postal  reform  bill  we 
are  programing  for  tomorrow,  H.R. 
17255,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

If  that  bill  is  quickly  disposed  of,  that 
is  in  time  for  the  consideration  of  another 
antipollution  bill,  we  will  call  up  H.R. 
11833,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Act. 

On  Thursday  of  this  week,  if  the 
posal  reform  bill  is  not  ready  for  con¬ 
sideration,  we  will  program  the  bill,  H.R. 
17970,  which  is  the  military  construction 
appropriation  bill  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1971. 

This  is  tentative.  The  postal  reform 
bill  still  has  the  right  of  way,  but  we  are 
giving  the  Members  as  much  notice  as 
possible  that  the  military  construction 
bill  might  be  up  on  Thursday. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HALL.  Is  the  possible  considera¬ 
tion  on  Thursday  of  the  military  con¬ 
struction  appropriation  bill  referred  to 
by  the  distinguished  majority  leader  the 
one  for  which  the  request  to  file  a  re¬ 
port  by  midnight  tonight  was  just 
granted  by  unanimous  consent? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  It  is  my  understanding 
lat  the  request  was  granted  with  re¬ 
sist  to  the  other  two  bills. 

MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  r^ALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wuld  continue  to  yield,  I  should 
like  to  comnlete  my  question.  My  ques¬ 
tion  is  this :  TEould  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  give  us  any  idea  about  what 
will  be  the  conceit  of  the  rulemaking  in 
order  consideratiNn  of  the  military  con¬ 
struction  appropriation  bill  before  the 
authorization  bill  is'Voted  into  law? 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  i^peaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORDwI  yield  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of\he  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  s\J  under¬ 
stand,  the  Committee  on  Rifes  has 
agreed  to  give  a  rule  on  the  militaiV  con¬ 
struction  bill,  the  rule  being  required 
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because  while  the  authorization  has 
passed,  the  House,  it  has  not  cleared  the 
other  o^dy,  and,  therefore,  a  rule  will  be 
necessai\in  view  of  the  lack  of  authori¬ 
zation  having  been  enacted  into  law.  If 
the  bill  were  brought  up  tomorrow,  as 
had  been  contemplated  at  one  time,  then 
a  rule  would  have  been  necessary,  be¬ 
cause  the  3-dajNneriod  would  not  have 
expired,  the  bill  having  been  reported  on 
Monday ;  but  now  that  it  is  not  contem¬ 
plated  that  the  military  construction 
bill  will  be  brought  up\omorrow,  the  3- 
day  requirement  will  beSmet  and  a  dif¬ 
ferent  type  of  rule  will  bXrequired.  We 
will  not  have  to  waive  in  that  rule  the 
3 -day  requirement.  \ 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speakei\will  the 
g  entlem  an  yield  f  urther  ?  \ 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield\p  the 
majority  leader.  \ 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  request,  as  I  unchsr- 
stand  it — and  I  hope  I  am  correct — in* 
eludes  both  the  bill  from  the  Committee' 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
and  the  Appropriations  bill.  That  is  my 
understanding  of  the  request,  and  that 
makes  in  the  order  the  three  bills  I  have 
announced  for  the  remainder  of  the 
week,  provided  we  do  not  consider  the 
postal  reform  bill. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  yielding  and  I  appreciate  the 
statement  of  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  but  we  leave 
out  the  observation  that  the  rule  must, 
under  such  circumstances,  waive  points 
of  order  in  addition  to  making  it  in  or¬ 
der  under  the  3 -day  rule  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  the  House.  Does  the 
rule  as  contemplated  to  be  filed  by  mid¬ 
night  waive  points  of  order  on  the  mili¬ 
tary  construction  bill? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  My  understanding  is 
that  a  waiver  of  the  3-day  rule  is  no 
longer  necessary  with  respect  to  the  mil¬ 
itary  construction  appropriation  bill.  It 
was  reported  in  that  manner  on  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  it  might  be  brought  up  on 
Wednesday.  Instead,  we  are  calling  it  ut/ 
on  Thursday  if  we  do  not  call  up  the 
postal  reform  bill,  and  the  waiver  of/the 
3 -day  rule  is  no  longer  needed.  / 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yifeld  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  / 

Mr.  MAHON.  But  a  rme  will  be  re¬ 
quired  waiving  points  pi  order  on  the 
military  construction  Will  because  we  do 
not  have  the  complete  authorization,  and 
that  was  the  main/purpose  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  m\  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  a  rule  has  al¬ 
ready  been  granted  waiving  points  of  or¬ 
der.  Permission  has  already  been  granted 
to  file  that/rule,  and  the  two  rules  from 
the  Comnmtee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commence. 

MrVPEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentibman  yield? 


Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  wish  to  propound  an 
inquiry,  if  I  may,  to  the  majority  leader. 
I  have  had  a  number  of  inquiries  as  to 
when  the  bill  H.R.  8298,  known  as  the 
mixing  bill,  or  the  water  transportation 
bill,  was  going  to  come  up  for  considera¬ 
tion.  Can  the  able  Leader  give  us  any 
indication  of  that? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  This  matter  has  become 
a  matter  of  privilege  with  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  of  which  the 
gentleman  is  a  member.  It  can  be  called 
up  as  a  matter  of  privilege,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  at  any  time.  Would  the  gentleman 
like  to  suggest  a  time,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  gentleman  is  serving  notice,  as 
I  take  it,  that  he  intends  to  call  this  bill 
up  as  a  matter  of  privilege? 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  had  naturally  sup¬ 
posed  that  that  was  the  prerogative  of 
the  leadership,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to  co¬ 
operate  on  it. 

v  Mr.  ALBERT.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  co¬ 
operation.  n  iS  a  matter  of  right. 

Njr.  PEPPER.  Would  there  be  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  do  so  this  week  at  any  time? 

Mi\ALBERT.  I  would  appreciate  it  if 
the  gentleman  would  put  it  over  to  some 
day  nextNweek.  Could  the  gentleman  sug/ 
gest  a  dayXertain  next  week?  / 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Maybe  Monday  or  Tues¬ 
day  of  next  w^ek?  / 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Monday  would /be  all 
right.  \  _  / 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Irdt  would  be/agreeable, 
I  would  like  to  calMt  up  on/Monday. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  InNtiew  01  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  gentlemah  from  Florida,  I 
will  be  glad  to  cooperats&nd  to  program 
that  bill  on  Morilfay.  /  \ 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Very  gooaST  thank  the 
able  gentleman.  /  \ 

Mr.  GERALD  I %  FORD.  Mrv  Speaker, 
if  the  distinguished  majority  leader  will 
await  final  decision  on  that  ancXif  the 
gentleman  fpom  Florida  will  withhold, 
as  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
knows,  I  have  been  talking  to  him,  anckl 
understand  others  have,  about  the  possi\ 
bility,  A  the  Rules  Committee  does  not 
act  op  the  postal  reform  on  Thursday,  of 
stapling  general  debate  after  the  Flag- 
D/y  ceremonies  on  Monday  on  the  postal 
reform  legislation. 

'  Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  of  course,  this 
is  a  matter  of  high  privilege,  and  I  would 
suggest  if  the  gentleman  has  no  objec¬ 
tion,  that  if  we  do  not  dispose  of  the 
postal  reform  bill,  that  H.R.  8298  be  made 
the  first  bill  on  the  program  subsequent 
to  disposition  of  the  postal  reform  bill. 
Is  that  agreeable? 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  regret  to  say  I  have  a 
hearing  scheduled  for  the  Crime  Com¬ 
mittee  beginning  out  of  the  city.  Monday 
or  Tuesday  would  be  a  suitable  day,  or 
I  could  defer  it  until  the  following  week, 
but  I  would  hope  an  opportunity  might 
occur  so  we  could  do  it  on  Monday  or 
Tuesday.  Of  course,  we  want  to  cooperate 
with  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  understands  the  necessity  for  pro¬ 
graming  the  postal  reform  bill  when  it  is 
ready. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Could  we  set  it  for  Mon¬ 
day  and  then  if  circumstances  did  re¬ 


quire  deferment,  we  would  work  out  an 
agreeable  date? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  That  is  agreeable  with 
me.  / 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 


RURAL  AREA  DEVELOPMENT  IN 

COUNTIES  LOCATED  IN  NATIONAL 

FOREST  LAND  / 

(Mr.  ICHORD  asked  anti  was  given 
permission  to  address  the' House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and' extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  / 

Mr.  ICHORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I  am 
joined  by  the  Honorable  Carl  Albert  and 
14  other  colleagues  in  the  introduction 
of  legislation  designed  as  a  catalyst  for 
rural  area  development  in  counties  lo¬ 
cated  in  national  forest  land.  The  bill  I 
am  introducing  would  set  aside  for  the 
discretionary  use  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  55  percent  of  all  funds  de¬ 
rived  fy6m  national  forest  land  to  be 
used  expressly  for  the  construction  of 
beneficial  renewal  land  surface  projects 
andyor  additional  resource  managment 
activities  within  the  national  forest  of 
.Origin  of  such  funds. 

At  the  present  time  according  to  pro¬ 
visions  of  a  Forest  Service  revenue  shar¬ 
ing  program  authorized  under  16  U.S.C. 
500,  25  percent  of  the  net  revenues  re¬ 
ceived  during  any  fiscal  year  from  na¬ 
tional  forests  is  paid  to  the  State  treas¬ 
ury  of  each  State  containing  national 
forests  and  is  stipulated  by  Federal  stat¬ 
ute  to  be  expended  as  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  may  prescribe  for  the  benefit  of 
“public  schools  and  public  roads”  in  the 
county  or  comities  of  origin.  The  receipts 
vary  and  are  derived  from  sales  of  tim¬ 
ber,  forest  products,  contracts,  land  use 
permits,  recreational  purposes,  power 
permits,  and  other  contractual  agree¬ 
ments. 

Ten  percent  of  the  net  revenue  from 
forest  service  lands  is  also  reserved  for 
use  of  the  Forest  Service  to  be  expended 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  roads 
.and  trails  within  the  national  forests  of 
Xhe  United  States. 

\The  other  65  percent  of  the  net  Forest 
Sendee  receipts  is  retained  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury.  My  bill  would  not  inter¬ 
rupt  in.  any  way  the  25 -percent  alloca¬ 
tion  of\ funds  earmarked  for  public 
schools  and  public  roads  or  the  10  per¬ 
cent  earmaideed  for  Forest  Service  roads 
and  trails.  If\would  set  aside  55  percent 
of  the  remaining  funds  for  land  develop¬ 
ment  programs),  resource  preservation 
and  other  constructive  programs,  leaving 
10  percent  in  the  National  Treasury. 

The  U.S.  Forest  Seiwice  owns  and  has 
jurisdiction  over  nearly,  200  million  acres 
of  land  in  the  United  Spates,  located  in 
45  of  the  50  States.  In  1969,  total  gross 
receipts  from  all  sources  of \evenue  from 
National  Forest  Service  land,  amoun ted 
to  about  $1,200  million.  \ 

In  my  own  State  of  Missouri, Xhe  For¬ 
est  Service  lands  are  situated  inimder- 
developed  and  undeveloped  areas  of  the 
State  where  income  is  low  and  where\he 
“payment  in  lieu  of  taxes”  obtained  from 
the  Forest  Service  does  not  proportionX 
ately  bear  the  cost  of  county  governmen¬ 
tal  programs  and  administrative  ex- 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10, 1970 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  tlie  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  tlie  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  arid  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
G  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 

* 

hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only :  Provided  further, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to 
7  U.S.C.  2250,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except 
headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $25,- 
000,  except  for  six  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  which- 
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ever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on 
alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of 
$100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland:  Provided 
further,  That  the  limitations  on  construction  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $350,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  post-mortem  and  incenerator  facility  for  animal 
disease  and  parasite  research: 

Eesearch:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $146,143,200,  and  in 
addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation,  except  that  $1,000,000  of  the  fore¬ 
going  amount  shall  be  available  for  matching  with  funds 
utilized  for  research  under  Public  Law  89-502,  and  $1,- 
500,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  plans,  con¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  facilities  without  regard  to 
limitations  contained  herein :  Provided,  That  the  limita¬ 
tions  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of 
buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948 
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(21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  funds 
appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  a  budget 
estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  more  than  $15,000,000  for 
research  to  he  financed  by  transfer  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  and  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  88-250; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and 
eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  ac¬ 
tivities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c) ,  $98,619,750,  of  which  $2,000,000  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects, 
plant  diseases  and  animal  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  meet  emergency  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds 
shall  he  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradica¬ 
tion  program  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum: 
Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  country, 
the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or 
funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available 
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only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of 
foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneu¬ 
monia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals, 
or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and 
for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28, 
1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year 
shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred  amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subpro¬ 
fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 
000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 
previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise 
available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research'’. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by 
the  United  States  for  market  development  research  author¬ 
ized  by  section  104  (b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
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and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704  (b) 
(1) ,  (3)  ) ,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments 
in  the  foregoing  currencies :  Provided  further,  That  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  for¬ 
eign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  as  amended  by  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  ANI)  EXPENSES 

Dor  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  $58,390,000  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March 
2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $4,012,000  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a— 582a-7) ,  $2,- 
000,000,  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  con- 
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tracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research  under  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  4,  1965  (7  UjS.C.  450i) ,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be 
for  the  special  cotton  research  program  and  $400,000  for 
soybean  research;  $160,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act 
of  1887,  as  amended;  and  $514,000  for  necessary  expenses 
of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  including  ad¬ 
ministration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  in  all,  $65,076,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3  (b) 
and  3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $89,321,000;  payments  for  the  nutri¬ 
tion  education  program  for  low-income  areas  under  section 
3  (d)  of  the  Act,  $48,560,000;  payments  and  contracts  for 
such  work  under  section  204(h) -205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  TJ.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,450,000; 
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and  payments  for  extension  work  under  section  109  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C.  329),  $700,000;  in 
all,  $140,031,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Pico  prior  to  avail¬ 
ability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for  expendi¬ 
ture  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  employees’  compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $13,515,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,617,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5, 
1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627),  and  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C. 
329) ,  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership 
for  the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several 
States  and  insular  possessions,  $4,188,000. 
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Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  fanner  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,649,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  for  soil 
and  water  management  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs  and  to  control  agricul¬ 
tural  related  pollutants)  ;  operation  of  conservation  plant 
materials  centers;  classification  and  mapping  of  soil;  dis¬ 
semination  of  information;  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration 
of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance  of 
aircraft,  $128,557,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  previous 
fiscal  year  under  this  head :  Provided ,  That  Public  Law 
40,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  making  appropriations  for  the 
H.Pv.  17923 
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Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  for  other 
purposes,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  period 
following  the  last  proviso  in  the  section  entitled  “Flood 
Prevention”,  substituting  a  comma  and  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “and  where  the  Army  docs  have  jurisdiction  and 
responsibility,  may  enter  into  agreements  with  the  Army 
to  carry  out  jointly  the  measures  heretofore  set  out  and 
in  areas  where  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  purchase  land 
rights  for  structural  measures,  the  Secretary  in  lieu  of  such 
acquisition,  may  reimburse  local  organizations  for  such  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  cost  of  land  rights  furnished  by  local 
organizations  as  the  Secretary  deems  equitable  in  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  national  interest.”:  Provided  further,  That  the 
cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  im¬ 
proved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply 
or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  build¬ 
ing  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  he  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per 
building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other 
existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per 


I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


11 


building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  build¬ 
ing  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  f  urther,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local 
engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

EIVER  BASIN  SURVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investiga¬ 
tions  and  surveys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  water¬ 
ways,  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954, 
as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1006),  to  remain  available  until 
expended;  $9,043,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the 
Department  for  river  basin  survey  purposes :  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  and  not  to  exceed 


I 

v 

L* 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


$60,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109. 

WATERSHED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  ( 16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,698,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head:  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 

WATERSHED  WORKS  OF  IMPROVEMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  meas¬ 
ures,  including,  but  not  limited  to  research,  engineering 
operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegeta¬ 
tion,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved 
August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16 
U.S.C.  590  a-f) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$74,278,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
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the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes :  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  $5,000,000  of  the 
funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  shall  be  available  until  expended  for  loans. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$21,037,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided, 
That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  loans. 
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GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
$15,355,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $13,876,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided ,  That 
$3,300,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  for 
loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1922- 
1929),  and  section  32(c)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011  (e)  ) , 
to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
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$50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109. 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 
agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  popu¬ 
lation,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources  in  agri¬ 
culture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and  farm 
finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm 
products  in  foreign  countries  and  then*  effect  on  prospects 
for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  development 
and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly  and  analy¬ 
sis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of  interna¬ 
tional  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies  as  they 
affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm  products; 
$14,592,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of 
the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special 
study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and  con¬ 
sumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
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available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  ol 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
$145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  in¬ 
cluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 
and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  $17,716,800:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  any 
expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) .  and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
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Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 


CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING, 

PROGRAMS 


ANI)  REGULATORY 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  payments  to  States;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $149,247,000,  of  which  $1,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  released  only  when  required 
to  carry  out  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  law  (7 
U.S.C.  2250)  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but,  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater. 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)),  $1,600,000. 

H.R.  17923 - 3 
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REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  only  for  commodity 
program  expenses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related 
operating  expenses,  except  for  ( 1 )  transfers  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Act  of  August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $3,084,000  for  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  ; 
and  (4)  in  addition  to  other  amounts  provided  in  this  Act, 
not  more  than  $186,058,000  (including  not  to  exceed  $2,- 
000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses)  for  (a)  child 
feeding  programs  and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by 
law  in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act, 
as  amended;  and  (b)  additional  direct  distribution  or  other 
programs,  without  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under  the 
food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct  distribution,  to 
provide,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  per¬ 
manent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other  needy  chil¬ 
dren  and  low-income  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own. 
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from  general  and  continued  hunger  resulting  from  insufficient 
food. 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Special  Milk  Program,  as  authorized  by  section  3  of 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1772),  $104,- 
000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized  by  law 
for  fiscal  year  1971. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1761)  and  the  applicable  provisions  other  than  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1773-1785),  $264,428,000,  of  which  $174,033,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  : 
Provided,  That  of  the  foregoing  total  amount  there  shall  be 
available  $48,347,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools, 
$12,000,000  for  the  school  breakfast  program,  $17,500,000 
for  the  nonfood  assistance  program,  $750,000  for  State 
administrative  expenses,  and  $12,000,000  for  special  food 
service  programs  for  children  to  remain  available  until 
September  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  Provided 
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further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  he  used  for 
nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  an  addi¬ 
tional  $64,325,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  for  purchase  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant 
to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended: 

Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  ^ 

pursuant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended, 
$1,250,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized 
by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
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Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768) ,  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  $24,023,000:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than 

$255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further, 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this 
appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1-1 7b),  $2,552,000. 
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Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III  ^ 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  16  (d) ,  16  (e) , 

16(f),  16  (i) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q)  ;  sub¬ 
titles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837, 
1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  $152,690,000:  Provided,  That,  4 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $68,779,000  may  he  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $30,228,- 
000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other 
funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1 )  to  influence  the  vote  in 
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any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation, 
except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.O.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries 
or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community 
committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for 
engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  super¬ 
visory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in 
administrative  regulations. 

SUGAE  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1011-1161), 
$83,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  section  7  to  .15,  16  (a)  and  17  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590o,  590p(a), 
and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  the  prepa¬ 
ration  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $185,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with 
the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
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Agriculture  and  Eclated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1969 
and  1970,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1968,  to 
December  31,  1970,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That 
no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III) , 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United 
States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1971  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices, 
including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices  and  pollution 
abatement  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  $195,500,000,  excluding  adminis¬ 
tration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de¬ 
signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5 
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per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommen¬ 
dation  of  such  comity  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  par¬ 
ticipating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and 
other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made 
available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency 
for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program,  $2,500,- 
000  shall  he  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the 
purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
fanning  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Depart- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


26 


ment,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment 
of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CEOPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PEOGEAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838) ,  $77,800,000. 

EMEEGENCY  CONSEBVATION  MEASUBES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
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unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 
leadership  and  related  services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 
development  activities  of  the  Department,  $230,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  he  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $15,378,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Pack¬ 
ers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
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of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $3,508,650. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  pajunent  of  fees  or 
dues  for  tlie  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $5,657,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $2,256,000,  of  which 
total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $612,000  may  be  used 
for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available 
to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks 
furnished  by  the  Senators,  Eepresentatives,  and  Delegates 
in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two 
hundred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the 
Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  au- 
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thorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44 
U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  5  U.S.O.  3109. 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $3,614,750:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  7 
U.S.C.  2250  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements. 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Man¬ 
agement  Services  to  provide  management  support  services 
to  selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  $3,384,000. 
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General  Administration 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscel¬ 
laneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $5,559,000:  Provided, 

That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable 
appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of 
hearings  as  required  by  5  U.S.C.  551-558:  Provided  further, 

That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  available 
for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary:  Provided  ( 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $269,000  of  funds  contained 
in  the  Working  Capital  Fund  established  under  authority 
of  Public  Law  78-129  may  he  used  to  cany  out  responsi¬ 
bilities  under  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATION 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows:  rural  electrification  program, 
$322,000,000,  and  rural  telephone  program,  $123,800,000: 
Provided,  That  an  additional  $20,000,000  is  placed  in  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  to  be  made  available  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
under  the  then-existing  conditions  for  expeditious  and  orderly 
development  of  the  rural  electrification  and  rural  telephone 
programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
$14,613,000. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may 
be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate  loans, 
$83,000,000,  and  operating  loans,  $275,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FUND 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  517  (m)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
$30,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  insurance  fund.  Hereafter,  farmer  applicants  for  direct  or 
insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  required  to  provide  only 
such  collateral  security  as  is  required  of  owners  of  nonfarm 
tracts. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  rural  housing  insur¬ 
ance  fund,  as  authorized  by  section  521  (c)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490a  (c)  ) ,  $334,000. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926),  $100,000,- 
000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


33 


RURAL  HOUSING  FOE  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  bousing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486) , 
$2,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 
For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c),  $2,125,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 
For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (B)  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c)  and  related 
advances,  $1,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Fanners  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1991),  as 

amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1471-1490c,  83  Stat.  399) ,  the  Rural  Rehabili¬ 
tation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444) ,  and  for  carrying  out  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sections 
235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (12 
U.S.C.  1715z-1715z-l) ,  and  section  701  of  the  Housing 
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Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  461),  $81,150,000, 
together  with  not  more  than  $3,250,000  of  the  charges  col¬ 
lected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
sections  514(b)  (3)  and  517  (i)  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  of  which  not  more  than  $250,000 
shall  be  available  for  the  administration  of  Public  Law 
91-229:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000 
of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered 
by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— COEPOEATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpora¬ 
tion  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govermnent 
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Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $12,000,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,335,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 
realized  losses  sustained  in  prior  years  but  not  previously 
reimbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  7 13a— 12 ) ,  in  the  following  amounts: 
fiscal  year  1968,  $249,998,669;  fiscal  year  1969,  $2,863,- 
156,331;  in  total,  $3,113,155,000:  Provided,  That  no  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  ad¬ 
minister  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  commodities 
pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  per¬ 
mits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North 
Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials  or  commodities,  so  long 
as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by  a  Communist  regime. 
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LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $36,500,000  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 
Provided,  That  $945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program 
of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con¬ 
tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  ( 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  48  0 

For  expenses  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  other¬ 
wise  recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs, 
including  interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7 
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1  U.S.C.  1701-1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736d),  to  remain 

2  available  until  expended,  as  follows :  ( 1 )  sale  of  agricultural 

3  commodities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit 

4  terms  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $411,100,000;  and 

5  (2)  commodities  supplied  in  connection  with  dispositions 

6  abroad,  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $291,400,000. 

7  bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile 
3  For  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic 
9  and  other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange 

10  of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the 

11  supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  May  28,  1956, 

12  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  $25,000,  to  remain  available 

13  until  expended. 

14  TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 

15  Farm  Credit  Administration 

16  LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

17  Not  to  exceed  $4,054,000  (from  assessments  collected 
13  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur- 

19  rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses,  including  the 

20  hire  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle. 

21  TITLE  V—GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

22  Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 

23  appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 

24  under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
2,)  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  six  bun- 
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dred  and  sixty-two  (662)  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of 
which  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  (456)  shall  he  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.O.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 
of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 
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1  Jby  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep- 

2  tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 

3  1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 

4  with  said  Acts. 

5  Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

6  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current 

7  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

8  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

9  ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1971”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  9,  1970. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 


June  10, 1970 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agreed  to  conference  report  ori'  second  supplemental  appropriations 

bill.  Senate  Appropriations  subcommittee  approved  agricultural  appropriations  bill 
Both  Houses  received  GAO  report  \n  meat  inspection.  Rep.  Melcher  discussed  report 
and  Sen.  Bellmon  submitted  resolution  to  study  meat  inspection.  Sen.  Harris  urged 
action  on  the  coalition  farm  bill. 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  the  co/ference  report  on  HR  17399,  the  second  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  bill,  FYV/0.  pp.  H6040-6.050 

MEAT  INSPECTION.  Both  Houses'''  received  a  GAO  report  on  meat  inspection;  to  the 
Government  Operations  Committees,  pp.  H6117,  S979< 

Rep.  Melcher  statedXre  are  not  going  to  compromise  our  inspection  standards 
of  imported  meats  and  inserted  an  article  noting  American  investors  are  trying 
to  "gobble  up"  pasturafge  lands  in  Australia,  pp.  H6095V6 
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3.  HOUSING.  Passed  with  amendments  HR  17495,  the  proposed  Emergency  Home  Finance 
Ack  of  1970.  pp.  H6050-6092 


4.  CONSERVATION.  An  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  subcommittee  appr  red 

for  fui\  committee  consideration  HR  12870  amended,  providing  for  the  est^:  Lishment 
of  the  Kipg  Range  National  Conservation  Area,  California,  p.  D689 


5.  ADJOURNED  until  Monday,  June  29. 


SENATE 


11 


13, 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS.  An  Appropriations  Committee  subcommittee  approved  for  full 
committee  consideration  with  amendments  HR  17923,  the  FY  71  agricultural 
appropriat ions  bill.  p.  D686 

Passed  with  amendments  HR  16916 ,  the  FY  71  approprTatrions  bill  for  the 


Office  of  Education, 


S9891-929 


7.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Harris  dsiscussed  the  need  for  new  /farm  legislation,  urged 
enactment  of  the  coalition  fHrm  bill,  and  inserted  statements  from  Oklahoma 
wheat  farmers  in  support  of  tliat  bill.  pp.  S9827-/33 


8.  MEAT  INSPECTION.  Sen.  Bellmon  discussed  the  GAO/ report  on  meat  inspection  and 
introduced  S.  Con.  Res.  73,  to  establish  a  joint  Congressional  committee  to 
carry  out  a  study  and  investigation\>f  the  Federal  Meat  Inspection  Act.  pp.  S9802-3 


9.  TARIFFS.  Passed  HR  8512,  providing  for 
of  the  import  duty  on  L-Dopa .  This  bilj 


suspension  for  a  temporary  period 
low  goes  to  the  President,  pp.  S9793-4 


10.  ENVIRONMENT.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  4012,  extending  the  Clean  Air  Act 


and  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  for  60  days.\  p.  S9794 


BILLS/  INTRODUCED 


CONSUMERS.  H.  R.  18214,  by  R£p .  Rosenthal;  to  establish  an  Office  of  Consumer 
Affairs  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  and^a  Consumer  Protection  Agency 
in  order  to  secure  withiry'the  Federal  Government  effective  protection  and  repre¬ 
sentation  of  the  interests  of  consumers,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations. 


12. 


TOBACCO.  H.  R.  1823 2f,  by  Rep.  Broyhill  (N.  C.);  to  authorize\the  lease  and  transfer 
of  Burley  acreage/allotments ;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 


ENVIRONMENT.  H/  R.  18242,  by  Rep.  Tunney;  to  amend  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of/1969  to  establish  an  Environmental  Action  Corps  andean  Environmental 
Legal  Services  Office  under  the  direction  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality, 
and  to  create  the  Office  of  Environmental  Ombudsman;  to  the  Committee\on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries. 


14. 


NATIONAL  FOREST.  S.  4028,  by  Sen.  Moss;  to  authorize  and  direct  the  acquisition 
of  certain  lands  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Wasatch  National  Forest  in  the  State 
o^/Utah  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
if  fairs.  Remarks  of  author  p.  S9949 
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HIGHLIGHTS.  Senate  Committee  reported  FY  71  agricultural  appropriations  bill. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  om second  supplemental  appropriations  bill. 

Senate  passed  bill  increasing  public  dVbt  limit.  House  Committee  reported  bills 
regarding  marketing  orders  for  apples,  Poans/ror  land  conservation  and  utilization, 
increasing  certain  loan  limitations,  and  marketing  research  for  almonds.  House  sub¬ 
committees  approved  bills  allowing  FS  to  ^a^tract  for  aerial  facilities  and  permitting 
marketing  agreements  for  Hawaiian  papay£ 


iNATE 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Committee  on  Appropriations  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 
17923,  agricultural  appropriations  bill  FY  71  (S.  Rept.  No.  91-987).  A 

copy  of  the  report  will  be  attached  to  the  Digest  as  soon  as  available, 
p.  S 10055 


Agreed  to  conference  report  on  H.  R.  17399,  secdpd  supplemental 


appropriations  for  F'^/1970, 
pp.  S 10090- 10100 
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2.  DEBT  LIMIT.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  17802  increasing  the  public  debt  / 

l\rnit.  This  bill  now  goes  to  the  President.  pp.  S10181-82,  S10194-209  / 

3.  NATIONAL  PARKS;  RECREATION;  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS.  Committee  on  Interior  and/ 

Insular  Affairs  reported  with  an  amendment  S.  532  to  establish  the  Arched 
National  Park  in  the  State  of  Utah  (S.  Rept.  No.  91-990);  and  with  amendments 
S.  3547  do  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  the  Narrows 
Unit,  Missouri  River  Basin  Project,  Colorado,  (S .  Rept.  No.  91-991)/  p.  S10055 

4.  JOINT  COMMITTED  ON  ENVIRONMENT.  Special  Senate  Joint  Subcommittee^ in  executive 

session  agreed \o  recommend  to  their  respective  full  committees/the  favorable 
reporting  of  S.j\  Res.  207  to  establish  a  nonlegislative  Joint/ Committee  on  the 
Environment  (but  no  report  was  actually  submitted).  p.  D699/ 

5.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  report  from  Administrator,  REA^/reporting  approval 

of  a  loan  to  East  Kentucky  REA  Corp.  of  Winchester,  Ky.J'to  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  p.  S10054  / 

6.  WILD  RIVERS;  ENVIRONMENT.  Spn.  McIntyre  reported  or/the  saving  of  a  N.  H.  wild 

river  from  urban  encroachment,  and  inserted  newspaper  article  detailing  community 
action  which  prevailed  in  preserving  the  natura/stream.  pp.  S10069-70 

\  HOUSE  / 

7.  COMMITTEE  ACTION.  The  Agriculture  Committee' reported  the  following  bills: 

S.  1455,  providing  for  marketing  orders  far  apples  produced  in  Colorado, 

Utah,  New  Mexico,  Illinois,  and  Ohio  (N/Rept.  No.  91-1246);  S.  3598, 
loans  for  land  conservation  and  utilization  (H.  Rept.  No.  91-1247);  S.  1456 
amended,  marketing  orders  applicable/to  apples  for  paid  advertising  (H.  Rept. 

No.  91-1248):  H.  R.  11547  amended , /increasing  limitations  on  certain  farm 
loans  (H.  Rept.  No.  91-1249);  H.  if  13978  amended,  marketing  research  and 
promotion  projects  for  almonds  PH.  Rept.  No.  91-1250).  p.  H6194 

8.  SUBCOMMITTEES  ACTIONS.  Subcommittees  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved 

for  full  committee  consideration  H.  R.  11953,  allowing  FS  to  contract  for 
aerial  facilities  for  lancz  protection  and  management^  and  S.  2484  amended, 
authorizing  marketing  agreements  for  the  advertising  of  Hawaiian  papayas, 
p.  D700  /  \ 

9.  TARIFFS.  Agreed  to  fne  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  14720,  continuing  the 

suspension  of  dutvfes  on  manganese  ore.  This  bill  now  goes  bo  the  President, 
pp.  H6123-4  /  \ 

10.  MINERALS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  15833,  disposal  of  acid 

grade  fluorspar  from  the  national  stockpi le.  This  bill  now  goes  co  the 
President^/  p.  H6126  \ 

11.  RIVER  BASIN.  An  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  subcommittee  approved 

for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  16987  amended,  authorizing  the  construction 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Minot  extension,  Garrison  diversion  unrt, 
Missouri  River  Basin  project.  p.  D701  \ 


Calendar  No.  991 

91st  Congress  )  SENATE  (  Report 

2d  Session  j  (  No.  91-987 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1971 


June  29,  1970. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Holland,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  17923] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  17923)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes,  reports  the  same  to  the  Senate  with  various 


amendments  and  presents  herewith  information  relative  to  the 

changes  made: 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  by  House — Total  new 

(obligational)  authority _  $7,  450,  188,  150 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee — New 

(obligational)  authority _  253,  067,  950 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate — New  (obli¬ 
gational)  authority _  7,  703,  256,  100 

Amount  of  1970  Appropriation  Act — Budget  (obli¬ 
gational)  authority  to  date _  8,  037,  098,  150 

Amount  of  estimates,  1971 — New  (obligational) 

authority _  7,  531,  775,  500 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Under  the  Appropriation  Act  for  1970 _  333,  842,  050 

Over  the  estimates  for  1971 — New  (obliga¬ 
tional)  authority _  171,  480,  600 
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GENERAL  SUMMARY  STATEMENT 

The  Senate  bill,  as  reported  by  the  Committee,  recommends  $7,698,- 
006,100  of  new  obligational  authority,  representing  a  net  increase  by 
the  Committee  over  the  House  bill  of  $253,069,950,  and  an  increase 
over  the  budget  estimates  of  $171,480,600.  The  amounts  of  new 
budget  obligational  authority  for  the  1970  Appropriation  Act,  the 
estimates  for  1971,  and  the  House  bill  for  1971,  compared  with  the 
Committee  recommendations  are  shown  in  the  following  table  by 
titles  of  the  bill.  A  detailed  tabulation  showing  comparisons  appears 
at  the  end  of  the  report.  Recommendations  for  individual  appropria¬ 
tion  items,  projects,  and  activities  are  carried  in  the  report  under  the 
appropriate  item  headings. 


1970  1971  1971 

Appropriation  budget  1971  Senate 

Item  Act  estimates  House  bill  Committee 


Title  I,  general  activities . . $2,269,089,150  $2,649,897,500  $2,954,986,150  $2,971,621,100 

Title  II,  credit  agencies. . . . _ .  626,522,000  574,198,000  667,522,000  653,955,000 

Title  III,  corporations . .  5,141,487,000  4,307,680,000  3,827,680,000  4,077,680,000 

Title  IV,  related  agencies  > .  (3,  839,  000)  (4, 226,  000)  (4,  054,  000)  (4,  226, 000) 


Total . . .  8,037,098,150  7,531,775,500  7,450,188,150  7,703,256,100 


>  Farm  Credit  Administration  (Limitation  on  Expenses). 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  is  the  principal  research  agency 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  is  responsible  within  the 
Department  for  the  conduct  of  a  number  of  research  programs  which 
include  (a)  farm  research,  ( b )  utilization  research  and  development, 
(c)  marketing  research,  (d)  nutrition  and  consumer  use  research,  and 
(e)  overseas  research  conducted  under  the  special  foreign  currency 
program,  which  is  financed  under  a  separate  appropriation  item. 

RESEARCH 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _  ($146,  802,  200) 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  (156,  437,  200) 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  (161,  143,  200) 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  (172,346,200) 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $172,346,200  in¬ 
cluding  the  transfer  of  $15,000,000  from  section  32  for  the  conduct  of 
the  research  program  financed  under  this  appropriation  for  fiscal 
1971.  The  appropriation  recommended  is  $25,544,000  over  the  1970 
Appropriation  Act,  $11,203,000  over  the  House  bill,  and  is  $15,909,000 
over  the  budget  estimate.  The  following  table  summarizes  the  projects 
and  activities  dealt  with  in  the  budget  estimate,  the  recommendations 
in  the  House-passed  bill  and/or  recommendations  made  by  this 
committee. 
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SUMMARY  OF  RESEARCH  CHANGES  FOR  1971 


1971 

Item 

1970 

appropriation 

Budget 

estimates 

House 

bill 

Senate 

Committee 

recom¬ 

mendation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Appropriation _ _ 

$131, 802,  200 
15,  000,  000 

$141,437,  200 
15,  000,  000 

$146, 143,  200 
15,  000,  000 

157, 296, 200 
15,  000,  000 

Transfer  from  section  32.  __ . 

Total,  research _ _ 

Changes  from  1970  appropriation . .  . 

146, 802,  200 

156, 437,  200 
+9, 635,  000 

161,  143,  200 
+  14,  341,000 

172, 296, 200 
+25, 494,  000 

(1) 

Improve  quality,  reproductive  and  feeding  efficiency  of 
beef _  ...  .. 

(2) 

Improve  methods  for  the  control  of  mastitis  in  dairy  cattle. 

(3) 

Improve  methods  for  diagnosis  of  bluetongue  in  sheep 
and  cattle _ 

(4) 

Improve  potato  production  practices  to  control  the  golden 

nematode . . . 

,  (5) 

Expand  remote  sensing  research  1 _ _ _ 

(6) 

Pollution  research  concerned  with  animal  and  poultry 
waste  management _ _  _  ... 

988,  500 

569,  100 

1, 328,  800 

893, 300 

1,  328, 800 

593,300 

1,  328,  800 

893,  300 

372,400 

3,200 

271,300 

738,  700 

468,  100 

240,  500 

782, 800 

1, 452, 200 

7,  123,400 

393, 100 

3,  500 

287, 800 

884, 200 

11,  165,400 

1, 000, 000 

393, 100 

76,  500 

537,  800 

1, 452, 200 

17,591,400 

(565,  000) 

(7) 

Staffing  and  equipping  newly  completed  research  labora¬ 
tories .  . . . .  .  .. 

(8) 

Cooperative  research  program  on  cotton8 . 

(9) 

Increased  pay  and  wage  board  costs . 

(10) 

Additional  research  projects  added  by  the  Senate _ 

6, 830,900 

5, 904, 200 

5, 844, 200 

-161,000 

2  5, 844, 200 

2  8, 009, 200 

(ID 

Facilities: 

Eliminate  1970  nonrecurring  items  provided  for 

plans,  construction  and  improvements _ 

Construction  of  Grassland  Research  Center,  Temple, 

Tex . . . 

Planning,  construction,  and  improvements  funds 
added  by  the  Senate _ 

935, 000 

1,  500, 000 

3, 760, 000 

Subtotal,  facilities . .  . . 

935, 000 

1,  500,  000 

3, 760,  000 

(12) 

Other  items. . . . . 

130, 188,  900 

138, 303, 900 

138,  303, 900 

138, 303, 900 

'  Of  which  not  less  than  $50,000  is  to  be  conducted  at  South  Dakota  State  University. 

2  Excludes  $100,000  to  be  derived  from  the  research  contingency  fund  for  wholesale  and  retail  research. 
2  Refer  to  staffing  of  laboratories. 


The  budget  estimate  for  1971,  transmitted  to  the  Congress,  pro¬ 
posed  a  net  program  increase  for  research  of  $1,150,000.  Such  a  small 
increase  on  a  base  of  $146,802,200  is  unrealistic  in  view  of  present 
and  future  needs  for  agricultural  research. 

In  the  Committee  hearings,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  other 
Officials  were  unable  to  provide  any  convincing  reasons  as  to  why  the 
research  program  should  be  put  on  a  “standby”  basis  as  proposed  in 
the  budget  instead  of  moving  ahead,  particularly  in  the  area  of 
staffing  of  facilities  which  have  been  approved  and  constructed  during 
the  past  several  years.  All  of  these  facilities  are  urgently  needed  to 
meet  the  specialized  research  program  needs  of  the  Department  and 
to  maintain  agricultural  production,  utilization,  and  nutrition  research 
programs. 

Elsewhere  in  the  budget  for  the  Department  there  are  large  increases 
for  program  activities,  which  are  currently  popular,  but  which  in  the 
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long  run  depend  upon  the  continued  efficiency  of  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion.  Agricultural  efficiency,  in  turn,  must  be  supported  by  Federal 
research  programs. 

The  Committee  hearings  revealed  that  due  to  budget  stringencies  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  its  officials,  including 
the  Secretary,  were  placed  in  the  position  of  advocating  that  the  use 
of  some  of  the  new  laboratory  capacities  be  directed  toward  different 
objectives.  The  Committee  does  not  concur  in  such  proposals.  During 
the  hearings,  the  following  analysis  of  the  1971  budget  dealing  with 
the  conduct  of  research  by  major  agencies  and  Departments  of 
Government,  and  taken  from  pages  256-258  of  “Special  Analysis  of 
the  1971  Budget”  was  entered  into  the  record.  This  tabulation  shows 
that  in  spite  of  the  importance  of  agriculture  to  every  American, 

S resent  and  future — because  food  and  fiber  are  the  most  basic  ingre- 
ients  to  human  life — the  total  estimate  of  expenditures  for  1971  is 
$5.8  billion  and  agriculture’s  share  in  that  estimate  only  $286,000,000. 
The  tabulation  referred  to  is  printed  below. 

CONDUCT  OF  RESEARCH 
(In  millions  of  dollars] 


Department  or  agency 


Defense,  military  functions . 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare . . 

Atomic  Energy  Commission _ 

National  Science  Foundation . 

Agriculture _ _ _ 

Interior . - . 

Commerce _ 

Transportation _ 

Veterans  Administration . . 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity... . . 

Housing  and  Urban  Development . . 

Smithsonian  Institution . . . . 

Justice _ _ 

All  other. . . . . 

Total . 


Obligations 


1969 

actual 

1970 

estimate 

1971 

estimate 

1,401 

1,425 

1,493 

1,308 

1,530 

1,461 

1, 174 

1, 139 

1,259 

417 

424 

418 

256 

277 

344 

253 

272 

286 

155 

176 

190 

54 

65 

76 

50 

62 

71 

48 

55 

56 

11 

22 

31 

6 

12 

21 

16 

18 

20 

3 

6 

10 

46 

58 

64 

5, 198 

5,540 

5,  800 

The  Committee  believes  that  it  is  quite  obvious  from  the  foregoing 
table  that  there  is  a  need  on  the  part  of  the  Executive  Department 
including  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  to  review  its  system  of  priorities 
for  agricultural  research  and  for  other  agricultural  programs.  The 
Committee  does  not  subscribe  to  the  diminution  of  the  research  pro¬ 
grams  or  other  activities  of  the  Department  as  proposed  in  the  budget 
and  it  has  made  several  recommendations  dealing  with  acceleration  of 
research  activities  in  addition  to  those  proposed  in  the  budget.  It  has 
provided  for  the  staffing  of  laboratories,  and  the  inclusion  of  funds  for 
planning  and  construction  of  new  laboratories — all  of  which  the  Com¬ 
mittee  believes  are  urgently  needed.  The  items  and  amounts  referred  to 
follow: 
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ACCELERATION  OF  RESEARCH  ACTIVITIES 


1971 

Item 

1970 
available 
and  1971 
estimate 
(2) 

Estimate 

(3) 

House  bill 
(4) 

Senate 

committee 

recom¬ 

mendation 

(5) 

(1) 

Intensify  research  on  aphid  borne  diseases  of  potatoes  in 
Northwest — cooperatively  financed  with  Potato  Com¬ 
mission . . . 

$20, 000 

$20,  000 

$20, 000 

$120, 000 

(2) 

Soil  and  Water  air-plant — cooperatively  financed  project 
with  University  or  Florida . . . 

100,000 

100,  000 

100,  000 

300, 000 

(3) 

Continuation  of  cooperative  research  on  tobacco  in  North 
Carolina . 

(3  35,000)  .. 

35,  000 

(4) 

Research  on  overseas  transportation  and  fieldhandling  of 
fruits  and  vegetables . . . 

160,  000 

160,  000 

160, 000 

235, 000 

(5) 

Wholesale  and  retail  research _ _ _ _ _ 

1 200, 000 

1, 033, 000 
464, 900 

2, 386, 600 

100,  000 

1, 033, 000 
464, 900 

2, 386, 600 

1 200,  000 

1,033,000 
464,  900 

2, 386, 600 

i  300, 000 

1, 133, 000 
564,  900 

2,  586,600 

(6) 

Research  on  dairy  cattle: 

(a)  Reproductive  and  food  efficiency . . 

(b)  Dairy  herd  improvement . . 

(7) 

Research  on  flowers  and  related  ornamentals . . 

(8) 

Research  on  horticultural  specialty  crops  at  University  of 
West  Virginia . . . . . . . . . 

80, 000 

(9) 

Acceleration  of  most  essential  research  on  sheep  produc¬ 
tion  research  by  contract  or  grant _ _ 

1, 130, 700 

1,  130,  700 

1, 130, 700 

1,380, 700 

(10) 

Cooperatively  financed  research  to  eliminate  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean  fruitfly  and  melon  fly  from  Hawaii.. . 

424,  000 

424,  000 

424, 000 

924, 000 

(11) 

Research  on  blackhull  disease  of  peanuts . 

2  25,  000 

0 

0 

(2  30, 000) 

(12) 

Cooperative  research  program  on  the  dogfly . . 

0 

0 

0 

100,  000 

(13) 

Research  on  temporary  storage  of  high  moisture  feed 
grains . . . 

0 

0 

0 

100,  000 

(14) 

Fowl  cholera  in  turkeys.. . . . 

0 

0 

0 

100, 000 

(15) 

Investigation  of  mosaic  resistant  and  cold  tolerant  sugar¬ 
cane  varieties,  Houmra,  Louisiana . . 

25,  000 

25,  000 

25, 000 

150,  000 

Total . 

i  6,  004, 200 

5, 844, 200 

i  5,  944, 200 

i  8, 109,  200 

,  >  Includes  $100,000  by  transfer  from  contingency  research. 

2  Existing  contract  for  25,000  made  with  1988  funds  expires  October  1970  and  1971  funds  to  be  derived  by  use  of  con¬ 
tingency  research  fund. 

»  Existing  contract  executed  in  1967. 

There  follows  a  summary  of  the  Committee’s  recommendations  on 
planning  and  construction  of  research  facilities: 
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FACILITIES— PLANNING  AND  CONSTRUCTION 


Fiscal  1971 


Senate 

1970  committee 

Appropriation  Budget  House  recom- 

Item  Act  estimate  bill  mendations 


(1) 

Eliminate  1970  nonrecurring  construction  items .  $935, 000  . 

(2) 

Construction  of  Grasslands  Research  Facility,  Temple, 

Tex . . . .  $1,500,000 


(3) 

Completion  of  all  phase  I  construction,  U.S.  Animal 

Research  Center,  Clay  Center,  Nebr . . . . . . .  $1, 800, 000 

(4) 

Modernization  of  Northeast  soil  and  water  conservation, 

Orono,  Maine . . . . . . .  600, 000 


(6) 

Enlargement  of  research  facilities  for  horticultural  spe¬ 
cialty  corps  in  Northwest  at  Corvallis,  Oreg.,  and  Puyal¬ 
lup,  Wash . .  600, 000 


(7) 

Planning  funds  for  soil  and  water  research  at  Baton 

Rouge,  La . . . . . . . . . . .  80,000 


(8) 

Planning  funds  to  construct  North-central  dairy  cattle 
management  and  forage  research  laboratory,  Madison, 

Wis. . . . . . . . . .  680,000 


Total . . . .  935,000  .  1,500,000  3,760,000 


The  Committee  requests  the  Department  to  study  the  priority 
listing  pursuant  to  Senate  Document  59  on  the  improvement  and 
construction  of  soil  and  water  research  facilities.  The  Committee  notes 
that  there  are  many  items  in  Priority  25  and  suggests  the  Department 
may  wish  to  evaluate  the  necessity  for  the  continuance  of  al  of  these 
research  facilities  as  well  as  to  review  the  entire  priority  listing  in 
terms  of  present  and  future  needs  for  the  acceleration  of  soil  and  water 
conservation  research. 

It  is  requested  that  the  Department  utilize  existing  research  funds 
to  develop  detailed  plans  and  specifications  for  the  establishment  of 
a  Northeastern  Appalachian  Region  fruit  Crop  Research  Station 
in  West  Virginia.  A  feasibility  study  was  received  by  the  committee 
from  the  Department  on  March  6,  1964. 

The  development  of  the  plans  and  specifications  by  the  Department 
for  the  new  research  facility  is  contingent  upon  the  donation  of 
sufficient  land  necessary  for  the  conduct  of  the  experimental  work 
to  be  undertaken  at  the  new  facility.  At  the  time  the  committee 
received  the  feasibility  report  it  was  estimated  that  500  acres  of  land 
would  be  required  for  this  purpose. 


Staffing  of  New  Research  Laboratories 
1.  Cotton  Research  Laboratories 

As  indicated  above,  the  Committee  is  recommending  funds  for 
the  staffing  of  new  laboratories  which  have  been  constructed  in  re¬ 
cent  years  to  meet  urgent  research  needs  dealing  with  several  impor¬ 
tant  aspects  of  the  agricultural  economy.  Several  years  ago,  the 
Congress  authorized  a  special  cost-cutting  research  program  for  cot¬ 
ton  and  has  appropriated  for  the  construction  of  research  facilities 
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essential  to  this  special  effort.  The  budget  for  fiscal  year  1971  did  not 
pr(  pose  any  additional  staffing  for  these  new  laboratories,  but  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  provided  for  increases  of  $385,000  and  the 
Committee  recommendation  is  for  an  increase  of  $950,000  over  1970, 
for  a  total  of  $1,622,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  House  version 
of  the  bill  provided  a  $1,000,000  increase  for  cotton  on  a  matching 
basis,  but  the  Committee  was  advised  that  this  procedure  was  not 
feasible  and  in  lieu  of  the  House  recommendation  has  included  an 
increase  of  $950,000  over  1970  for  allocation  to  three  facilities. 

2.  Pesticides  Laboratories 

During  consideration  of  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1965,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  received  a  budget  amendment  (Senate  Doc.  85)  proposing  a 
large  increase  in  research  to  develop  biological  and  alternate  meth¬ 
ods  (aside  from  chemicals)  to  deal  with  insects,  other  pests,  and 
weed  control  problems. 

In  reporting  the  1965  appropriation  bill,  the  Committee  included 
the  full  amounts  justified  to  it  in  these  hearings.  In  fiscal  year  1966, 
again  pursuant  to  the  budget  estimates,  the  construction  funds  for 
the  pesticides  laboratories  authorized  in  the  1965  Appropriation  Act 
were  approved  by  the  Congress.  All  of  these  facilities,  except  for 
those  proposed  for  Beltsville,  Md.,  have  now  been  completed  and 
some  of  them  have  been  standing  virtually  vacant  due  to  failure  of 
the  budget  estimates  to  include  funds  for  their  operation. 

Since  1965,  there  have  been  numerous  restrictions  placed  upon  the 
use  of  pesticides  and  insecticides  and  the  need  for  undertaking  the 
research  mission  of  these  laboratories  is  more  urgent  today  than  at 
the  time  these  facilities  were  authorized. 

The  Committee  is  recommending  an  appropriation  of  $7,921,400 
to  provide  for  full  staffing  of  the  pesticides  laboratories  shown  on  the 
tabulation  below.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $4,061,000  over  the 
House  bill,  and  $6,371,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1970.  Ordinarily, 
the  Committee  would  not  provide  the  full  amount  for  staffing  in  one 
yevr  and  does  not  insist  that  the  full  amount  be  expended  in  fiscal 
1971,  but  is  making  provision  in  the  accompanying  bill  to  achieve 
full  staffing  levels  by  not  later  than  fiscal  1972. 

3.  Other  Research  Laboratories 

The  House  bill  also  provided  for  several  other  laboratories  which 
have  been  completed  in  recent  years  and  for  which  no  additional  staff¬ 
ing  was  requested  in  the  budget  for  1971.  For  these  laboratories  the 
Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,872,100,  an  increase 
of  $1,242,000  over  the  estimate  and  the  1970  appropriation,  and 
$220,000  over  the  House  bill. 

4-  Expanded  Utilization  Research  Laboratories 

The  House-passed  bill  included  an  increase  of  $1,325,000  to  staff 
additions  to  utilization  laboratories  and  the  Committee  has  concurred 
in  this  amount,  and  has  added  $580,000  for  the  new  laboratory  at 
Athens,  Georgia,  as  shown  in  the  following  tabulation. 

In  summary,  the  Committee  recommends  $17,591,400  for  staffing 
the  several  laboratories.  This  amount  represents  an  increase  of  $10,- 
468,000  over  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $6,426,000  over  the 
House  bill,  and  $10,468,000  over  the  1970  appropriation. 

(The  specific  list  of  facilities  and  amounts  referred  to  appear  on  the 
following  table:) 
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PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $90,  809,  750 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  98,  763,  750 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  98,  619,  750 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  99,  369,  750 


The  appropriations  recommended  under  this  heading  are  used  by 
the  agency  to  carry  out  a  number  of  cooperatively  financed  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control  programs.  Most  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  are  for  the  purpose  of  eradicating  plant  pest  insects  and  animal 
diseases  which  have  been  introduced  to  the  United  States,  or  to 
supervise  the  import  and  export  of  plants  and  animals  and  to  carry 
out  a  plant  and  animal  quarantine  service  at  ports  of  entry.  Funds 
are  also  provided  to  administer  various  regulatory  acts,  such  as  pesti¬ 
cide  regulations,  the  Virus-Serum-Toxin  Act,  eradication  of  hog 
cholera  and  a  new  act  entitled  the  “Laboratory  Animal  Welfare  Act 
of  1966”  (Public  Law  89-544). 

An  appropriation  of  $99,369,750  is  recommended  for  the  program 
and  administrative  expenses  financed  under  this  appropriation  head¬ 
ing.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $8,560,000  over  the  1970  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  $606,000  over  the  budget  estimate  for  1971,  and  $750,000 
over  the  House  bill.  The  amount  recommended  includes  mandatory 
pay  costs  and  the  following  program  changes: 

(a)  An  increase  of  $2,000,000  for  the  cooperatively  financed  imported 
fire  ant  program  providing  a  total  of  $7,643,200  for  the  coming  year. 

( b )  An  increase  of  $210,000  for  plant  quarantine  at  points  of  entry, 
making  a  total  of  $13,950,700. 

(c)  $6,450,000  is  provided  for  the  hog  cholera  eradication  program 
for  an  increase  of  $1,000,000  over  the  amount  available  in  1970  and 
$500,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  in  the  House  bill. 

(■ cl )  For  registration  and  enforcement  activities  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  the  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  $6,018,100  for  the  coming  year,  an  increase  of  $2,213,900  over 
the  amount  available  in  1970,  $750,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the 
House  bill,  and  $650,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  budget  estimate  of  $1,500,000  for 
the  control  of  emergency  outbreaks  for  insects,  plant  diseases  and 
animal  diseases  as  proposed  in  the  estimate  rather  than  $2,000,000 
recommended  in  the  House  bill. 

There  follows  a  summary  reflecting  program  changes  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year: 


S.  Rept.  987  O,  91-2 - 2 
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1970 
Appropria¬ 
tion  Act 

Budget 

estimates, 

1971 

House  bill, 
1971 

Senate 
committee 
recommenda¬ 
tion,  1971 

Item(s) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(1) 

Imported  fire  ant  program . 

$5, 536, 200 

$7,643, 200 

$7,643,200 

$7,643,200 

(2) 

Plant  quarantine  inspection .  .  . . 

12, 623, 700 

13, 950, 700 

13, 950, 700 

13, 950, 700 

(3) 

Reductions  to  eliminate  the  following  plant  pest  control 
programs: 

European  chafer. . 

Soybean  cyst  nematode . . . 

Phony  peach  and  peach  mosaic.  . . . 

Sweetpotato  weevil _ _ _ 

166,000  . 
519,600  . 
205,  000  . 
323,300  _ 

172,  000 
538,  000 
211,000 
335,  000 

172, 000 
538, 000 
211,000 
335, 000 

Subtotal . . . . . . . 

1,213,900  . 

1,256,000 

1,256, 000 

(4) 

Hog  cholera  eradication . . 

5, 191,  700 

6,450,  000 

5, 950,  000 

6,450,000 

(5) 

Registration  and  enforcement  activities  under  the  Federal 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act _ 

4,  004, 100 

6, 668, 100 

5,268,100 

6, 018,100 

(6) 

Contingency  fund  for  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects,  plant 
diseases,  and  animal  diseases . . . . 

1,  500,  000 

1,  500,  000 

2, 000, 000 

1, 500, 000 

(7) 

Facility  to  eliminate  nonrecurring  item  included  in  1970.. 

1,500,000.. 

(8) 

Other  items _ _ _ _ _ 

59, 240,150 

62, 551,750 

62, 551, 750 

62, 551, 700 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $5,  000,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  5,  000,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  5,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  5,  000,  000 


Overseas  research  utilizing  foreign  currencies  generated  pursuant  to 
section  104(b)  (1)  and  (3)  of  Public  Law  480,  as  amended,  supplements 
and  complements  agricultural  and  forestry  research  conducted  in  the 
United  States  financed  by  regular  dollar  appropriations.  Foreign 
research  projects  do  not  duplicate  or  displace  domestic  research  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Department  or  its  cooperators.  Since  these  projects  are 
of  mutual  interest  to  the  United  States  and  the  host  countries,  in 
addition  to  developing  scientific  information  of  great  importance  to 
American  agriculture,  the  research  under  this  program  is  making  a 
contribution  to  the  solution  of  agricultural  problems  of  the  lesser 
developed  countries  in  which  it  is  carried  out. 

An  appropriation  of  $5,000,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  is  the  budget  estimate,  the  amount  contained  in  the 
House  bill,  and  the  same  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  amount  included  in  the  bill  is  sufficient  to  continue  the  program 
at  the  same  level  as  conducted  during  fiscal  year  1970. 
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Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $62,  510,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  72,  535,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  65,  076,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  69,  826,  000 


The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462,  dated  July  19,  1961,  and  supplement 
1,  dated  August  31,  1961,  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 
The  primary  function  of  the  Service  is  to  administer  acts  of  Congress 
that  authorize  Federal  appropriations  for  agricultural  research  carried 
on  by  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  of  the  50  States  and 
Puerto  Rico,  by  approved  schools  of  forestry  and  nonprofit  institutions. 

Acts  under  which  payments  to  States  may  be  made  include : 

1.  Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  Act  of  August  11,  1955 
(Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  361a-361i). 

2.  Section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946 
(7  U.S.C.  1623). 

3.  Cooperative  Forestry  Research  Act  of  October  10,  1962 
(16  U.S.C.  582-582a-7) . 

4.  Act  of  September  6,  1958  (42  U.S.C.  1891-1893)  and  the 
Act  of  August  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C.  450b),  authorizing  grants  for 
support  of  scientific  research. 

5.  Research  Facilities  Act  of  July  22,  1963  (7  U.S.C.  390-390k). 

Administration  of  payments  and  grants  involves  the  review  and 

approval  in  advance  of  each  individual  research  proposal  submitted  by 
a  State  agricultural  experiment  station  or  other  institution  to  be 
financed  in  whole  or  in  part  from  Federal  grant  funds,  the  disburse¬ 
ment  of  the  funds,  and  the  continuous  review  and  evaluation  of 
research  programs  and  expenditures  thereunder.  The  Service  also 
encourages  and  assists  in  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
cooperation  within  and  between  the  States,  and  participates  in  the 
planning  and  coordination  of  research  programs  between  the  States 
and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  program  coordination  and  planning  is  carried  out  by  a  Coopera¬ 
tive  State  Research  Service  staff  located  entirely  in  Washington,  D.C. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  appropriation  of  $69,826,000 
to  finance  the  various  programs  administered  by  the  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service,  including  the  cost  of  administration.  The 
total  amount  recommended  is  an  increase  of  $7,316,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1970,  $4,750,000  over  the  amount 
included  in  the  House  bill,  and  $2,709,000  under  the  fiscal  year  1971 
budget  request. 

The  specific  amounts  recommended  are  as  follows  : 

For  payments  to  the  state  experiment  stations  under  the  Hatch 
Act,  as  amended,  the  Senate  bill  includes  $61,390,000.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $6,201,000  over  the  amount  provided  in  fiscal  year  1970, 
$3,000,000  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill,  and 
$2,  709,  000  below  the  1971  estimate. 

The  increases  over  1970  include  $3,104,970  for  the  increased  cost 
of  conducting  research,  and  $3  million  for  Community  Improvement 
Research.  The  Committee  believes  the  states  should  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  apply  their  skills  and  effectiveness  to  this  field  of  research 
and  has  restored  $3  million  of  the  budget  estimate  of  $5  million, 
denied  by  the  House. 
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For  Grants  to  States  for  Cooperative  Forestry  Research,  the 
Committee  recommends  $4,412,000  which  is  the  budget  estimate, 
$400,000  over  the  amount  included  in  the  House  bill,  and  $627,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1970.  The  committee  recommends 
continuation  of  the  existing  formula  under  which  these  funds  are 
distributed. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,350,000  is  included  in  the  Senate  bill  for 
Contracts  and  Grants  for  Research.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  1971 
estimate,  $1,350,000  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill 
and  the  amount  appropriated  for  1970.  The  Senate  increase  for  this 
item  will  provide  sufficient  funds  to  set  up  5  “pilot”  regional  research 
centers  which  will  concentrate  on  Community  Improvement  Research 
and  render  specialized  assistance  to  the  States  in  connection  with  this 
new  program. 

For  Federal  Administration,  the  Committee  recommends  $514,000. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $138,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1970 
and  the  same  as  the  budget  amount  and  the  amount  carried  in  the 
House  bill. 

Extension  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


Appropriation  item 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
enacted 
to  date, 
fiscal  year 
1970 

Budget 
estimates 
of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 
fiscal  year 
1971 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  House  bill 

Committee 

recommenda¬ 

tion 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico . . . . 

Retirement  and  employees'  compensation  costs 

for  extension  agents.. . . . 

Penalty  mail _ 

Federal  Extension  Service . . . . 

$114,  006,  000 

10, 240,  000 

3,  400,  000 

3,  838,  000 

$150,  431,  000 

13,  515,  000 

3,  617,  000 

4, 228,  000 

$140, 031,000 

13,  515,  000 

3,  617,  000 

4, 188,  000 

$150,431,000 

12, 932,600 
3,617,  000 
4, 188,  000 

Total,  Extension  Service . . 

131,  484,  000 

171,791,000 

161, 351,  000 

171,168,600 

The  basic  responsibility  of  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  is  to 
help  people  identify  and  solve  their  farm,  their  home,  and  their  com¬ 
munity  problems  through  the  use  of  research  findings  resulting  from 
investigations  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  State  Land- 
Grant  Colleges  and  related  programs  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  Federal,  State, 
County,  and  local  sources.  These  funds  are  used  within  the  States 
for  the  employment  of  county  agents,  home  economics  agents,  4-H 
Club  agents,  State  and  area  specialists  and  others  who  conduct  the 
joint  educational  programs  adapted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 

Since  fiscal  year  1969,  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  has  been 
conducting  a  nutrition  education  program  for  the  poor.  Under  this 
program  several  thousand  part-time  employees,  designated  as  nutri¬ 
tion  aides,  have  been  trained  to  work  with  low-income  families  and  to 
provide  guidance  in  the  acquisition  and  use  of  improved  nutrition  of 
foods  made  available  pursuant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Program  or  as  a 
result  of  Direct  Distribution  Programs. 

The  total  amount  recommended  for  Extension  payments  and  ex¬ 
penses  is  $171,168,600,  a  net  increase  of  $39,684,600  over  the  amount 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1970,  $9,817,600  over  the  House  bill,  and 
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$622,400  under  the  1971  estimate.  Details  of  the  Committee  action 
on  the  individual  appropriation  items  are  contained  in  the  foregoing 
table. 

An  appropriation  of  $89,321,000  is  recommended  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  for  payments  and  expenses  to  the  States  under  section  3(b)  and 
3  (c)  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act.  This  represents  the  full  budget  estimate, 
the  same  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  and  $5,700,000  over  the 
1970  appropriation.  The  amount  recommended  includes  $5,700,000 
for  increased  operating  costs. 

The  Committee  has  approved  the  full  budget  requested  increase  of 
$20,000,000  for  the  nutrition  education  program  under  section  3(d). 
This  will  make  a  total  of  $48,560,000  available  for  the  hiring  of  approx¬ 
imately  2,600  additional  nutrition  aides  to  help  impart  to  the  dis¬ 
advantaged  skills  and  knowledge  aimed  at  improving  their  nutritional 
habits. 

The  Committee  is  also  including  $10,400,000,  the  amount  of  the 
estimate,  for  nonformula  distribution  which  will  be  used  to  conduct 
extension  activities  for  State  and  multi-county  rural  community  de¬ 
velopment  work. 

The  Committee  recommends  $12,932,600  for  mandatory  retirement 
costs  for  extension  agents.  This  is  $582,400  below  the  budget  estimate, 
the  House  bill,  and  $2,692,600  over  the  amount  appropriated  in 
fiscal  1970. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,617,000  is  recommended  for  penalty  mail 
costs.  This  is  the  full  estimate  and  the  amount  recommended  in  the 
House  bill,  and  $217,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  1970. 

The  Committee  is  recommending  $4,188,000  for  the  expenses  of  the 
Federal  Extension  Service,  which  provides  leadership  and  coordination 
services  and  administers  the  Federal  laws  relating  to  Extension  work. 
The  amount  recommended  is  $40,000  under  the  budget  estimate, 
the  same  as  the  House  amount,  and  $350,000  over  the  appropriation 
for  1970. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $1,  500,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,  689,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority.— _  1,  649,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,  684,  000 


The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  established  the  Farmer  Cooperative 
Service  in  December  1953,  after  Congress,  in  the  Farm  Credit  Act 
(Public  Law  202,  August  6,  1953),  transferred  its  functions  from  Farm 
Credit  Administration  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  Secretary  has  assigned  to  the  Service  (1)  the  functions  under  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451—457),  (2)  the  func¬ 
tions  that  relate  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer 
cooperatives  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627),  and  (3)  his  responsibilities  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Fair  Practices  Act  of  1967  (7  U.S.C.  2301-2306). 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service  conducts  research;  advises  directly 
with  cooperative  leaders  and  others;  promotes  cooperative  organiza¬ 
tion  and  development  through  other  Federal  and  State  agencies;  and 
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publishes  results  of  its  research,  issues  “News  for  Farmer  Coopera¬ 
tives”  and  provides  other  educational  material. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service  works  to  help  (1)  farmers  get  better 
prices  for  their  products  and  reduce  operating  expenses,  (2)  rural  and 
smalltown  residents  use  cooperatives  to  develop  rural  resources, 
(3)  rural  cooperatives  expand  their  services  and  operate  more  effi¬ 
ciently,  and  (4)  people  understand  the  work  of  these  cooperatives. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,684,000  for  this 
agency.  This  amount  is  $5,000  under  the  revised  budget  estimate; 
$35,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $184,000  over  the  amount  appropri¬ 
ated  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  increase  over  1970  provides  for  increased  pay  costs  and  a  pro¬ 
gram  increase  of  $35,000  which  will  be  used  for  increased  technical 
assistance  to  agricultural  cooperatives. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  established  by  the  act  of  April 
27,  1935.  This  agency  carries  out  a  wide  range  of  conservation  and 
land  treatment  measures  through  appropriations  made  for  several 
sub-items  including  assistance  to  organized  conservation  districts,  the 
conduct  of  river  basin  surveys  and  investigations,  watershed  planning 
and  watershed  works  of  improvement,  flood  prevention  measures  in 
the  11  authorized  watersheds,  the  Great  Plains  Conservation  Pro¬ 
gram,  and  special  assistance  to  approved  resource  conservation  and 
development  projects. 

The  appropriations  for  each  of  these  general  activities  are  listed 
below  together  with  a  brief  description  of  the  activities  carried  out 
for  each  appropriation  item. 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $118,  786,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  128,  467,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  128,  557,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  128,  457,  000 


Under  the  appropriation  “Conservation  operations”  the  Soil  Con-  A 
servation  Service  provides  technical  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers. 

It  also  furnishes  technical  assistance  to  cooperators  in  soil  and  water 
conservation  districts  and  to  other  landowners  in  developing  plans 
a.nd  applying  conservation  treatments.  It  makes  soil  surveys  to  deter¬ 
mine  land  capabilities  and  conservation  treatment  needs  and  publishes 
soil  survey  reports  and  maps.  In  the  Western  States  it  conducts  snow 
surveys  to  develop  streamflow  forecasts  as  an  aid  to  efficient  seasonal 
use  of  water  for  irrigation  and  other  purposes.  The  operation  of  plant 
material  centers  to  test  promising  new  species  of  plant  materials  is 
also  financed  under  this  appropriation  heading. 

An  appropriation  of  $128,457,000  is  recommended  for  this  item 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  amount  recommended  represents  an 
increase  of  $9,671,000  over  the  1970  Appropriation  Act,  $10,000 
under  the  budget  estimate  for  the  coming  year,  and  $100,000  under 
the  House  bill.  The  amounts  recommended  include  pay  act  costs,  an 
increase  of  $197,000  for  the  operation  of  plant  material  centers,  and 
$60,000  to  accelerate  the  publication  of  soil  survey  reports.  The  com¬ 
mittee  concurs  in  the  recommendation  of  the  Department  to  provide 
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for  the  staffing  of  newly  organized  soil  conservation  districts  by  trans¬ 
ferring  personnel  from  existing  districts. 

The  committee  has  stricken  from  the  bill  a  legislative  provision 
dealing  with  flood  prevention  activities  in  cooperation  with  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  Since  the  committee  had  not  received  any  information 
as  to  the  need  for  such  permanent  authorization,  including  the  impact 
and  cost  upon  flood  prevention  activities,  it  has  eliminated  this  lan¬ 
guage  with  the  expectation  that  fuller  information  and  any  specific 
need  therefor  will  be  furnished  to  the  committee. 

RIVER  BASIN  SURVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _  $8,  187,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  9,  043,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  9,  043,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  9,  043,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  heading  the  funds  for  the  conduct  of 
cooperative  river  basin  surveys  and  investigations  are  provided. 
This  program  involves  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies,  and 
with  State  and  local  agencies  in  making  comprehensive  river  basin 
surveys  and  investigations.  The  program  is  designed  to  assist  in 
the  development  of  a  coordinated  water  resource  program.  The 
agency  is  represented  on  the  Water  Resources  Council,  river  basin 
commissions,  and  river  basin  interagency  committees  for  the  purpose 
of  participating  in  the  development  of  a  coordinated  water  resource 
program  among  the  designated  Federal  agencies  and  the  several 
States. 

For  the  river  basin  surveys  and  investigations  the  committee 
recommends  an  appropriation  of  $9,043,000,  which  is  the  full  budget 
estimate  and  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill.  This  is  a  net  in¬ 
crease  of  $856,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  to  date  for  fiscal  year 
1970  of  which  $628,000  represents  Pay  Act  costs  and  the  additional 
$228,000  will  be  used  to  carry  out  programmed  river  basin  surveys  and 
special  economic  and  flood  hazard  analyses. 

WATERSHED  PLANNING 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $6,  209,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  5,  434,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  6,  698,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  5,  434,  000 


Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  are  used  to  conduct  investi¬ 
gations  and  surveys  of  proposed  watershed  projects  in  response  to 
requests  made  by  sponsoring  local  organizations  and  to  assist  in  the 
development  of  watershed  work  plans. 

An  appropriation  of  $5,434,000  is  recommended  for  watershed  plan¬ 
ning  for  fiscal  year  1971.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate, 
$1,264,000  under  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill,  and  the 
same  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1970.  In  addition  to  the 
appropriation,  watershed  planning  funds  are  also  provided  from  State 
and  local  sources.  For  fiscal  year  1971,  their  matching  funds  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3,450,000,  which  will  make  a  total  of  $8,884,000  available 
for  planning  new  watershed  projects  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
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WATERSHED  WORKS  OF  IMPROVEMENT 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $63,  873,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  74,  278,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  74,  278,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  76,  000,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  is  financed  the  administration  of  the 
watershed  protection  program  including  the  installation  of  planned 
works  of  improvement  in  approved  watershed  projects  to  reduce  ero¬ 
sion,  floodwater,  and  sediment  damage,  and  to  further  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  conservation  measures  to  utilize  and  dispose  of  water, 
including  development  of  recreational  facilities. 

An  appropriation  of  $76,000,000  for  this  item  is  recommended  for 
fiscal  1971.  The  amount  recommended  is  $1,722,000  over  the  budget 
estimate  and  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $12,127,000  over  the 
1970  Appropriation  Act.  Except  for  pay  costs  of  $2,159,000,  the  in¬ 
creased  funds  are  for  stepping  up  the  installation  of  construction  on 
approved  watershed  projects.  This  is  in  accordance  with  intent  of  the 
committee  to  advance  the  rate  of  completion  on  construction  work 
in  approved  watersheds. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $23,  923,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  21,  037,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  21,  037,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  21,  037,  000 


The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for  administration  of  the 
flood  prevention  program  including  the  development  of  guiding 
principles  and  procedures.  The  activities  conducted  in  the  11  author¬ 
ized  watersheds  include :  (a)  planning  and  installing  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  flood  prevention  and  for  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water,  including  the  development  of 
recreational  facilities  and  improvement  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 
and  (6)  the  making  of  loans  to  local  organizations  to  help  finance 
the  local  share  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  planned  watershed  works 
of  improvement. 

An  appropriation  of  $21,037,000  is  recommended  for  flood  preven¬ 
tion  activities  in  the  11  authorized  watersheds  approved  under  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  The  amount  recommended  is  the  full 
budget  estimate,  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  and  $2,886,000 
under  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1970,  which  included 
$3,700,000  provided  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1970,  for 
emergency  flood  prevention  measures  resulting  from  Hurricane 
Camille. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $15,  000,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  15,  355,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _ _ _  15,  355,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  16,  355,  000 


Under  this  heading  is  financed  the  cost-sharing  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  Public  Law  1021,  84 th  Congress,  under  which 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  designated  counties  of  the  Great  Plains  States 
enter  into  long-term  contracts  to  make  needed  land  use  adjustments 
and  to  install  essential  soil  and  water  conservation  measures  specified 
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in  the  basic  conservation  plans  developed  by  technicians  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $16,355,000  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year  for  long-term  contracts  authorized  under  the 
Great  Plains  Conservation  Program.  This  represents  an  increase  of 
$1,355,000  over  the  1970  Appropriation  Act  and  an  increase  of 
$1,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill.  The  increased 
funds  are  needed  to  meet  a  portion  of  the  backlog  of  unserviced  ap¬ 
plications  which  have  accumulated  under  the  program  and,  even  with 
the  increased  amount,  a  large  backlog  of  applications  will  still  remain 
at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  1972.  More  adequate  financing  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  requested  in  future  budgets. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $10,  252,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  13,  876,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  13,  876,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  14,  676,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  is  financed  the  resource  conservation  and 
development  technical  program  authorized  under  section  102,  title  I, 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Funds  appropriated  are  used 
to  conduct  investigations  and  to  make  surveys  in  designated  areas 
with  local  sponsors  for  the  purpose  of  developing  an  overall  program 
and  plan  of  land  conservation  and  utilization  and  resource  develop¬ 
ment.  Funds  are  also  used  to  make  loans  for  resource  development 
,and  improvements  on  private  lands  in  approved  projects. 

;  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  also  been  designated  the  operat¬ 
ing  responsibility  for  administering  the  projects  heretofore  approved 
under  this  program  as  well  as  the  projects  heretofore  administered 
by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  under  the  appropriation  heading 
of  “Rural  Renewal.” 

An  appropriation  of  $14,676,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1971  for 
expenses  of  administering  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Develop¬ 
ment  program.  The  appropriation  recommended  is  $4,424,000  over 
the  1970  Appropriation  Act  and  is  $800,000  over  the  House  bill  and 
the  budget  estimate  for  1971.  The  budget  recommended  a  program 
increase  of  $3,055,000,  the  amount  approved  by  the  House,  but  did 
not  include  adequate  funds  for  new  project  investigations  and  plan¬ 
ning.  The  budget  estimate  reduced  the  project  investigation  and 
planning  funds  by  $900,000  below  the  1970  level  of  $1,300,000. 

In  view  of  the  widespread  interest  in  this  program,  the  committee 
has  included  $800,000  to  restore  project  investigation  and  planning 
funds  to  the  level  of  $1,200,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  in  order  to 
provide  for  the  planning  of  15  new  resource  development  projects, 
without  impinging  upon  development  work  in  authorized  projects. 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $13,  450,  000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  16,  228,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  14,  592,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  16,  228,  000 


S.  Rept.  987  O,  91-2 


-3 
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The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  supplement  No.  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research  designed  to 
benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of  this  research 
are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research  reports 
and  through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major  com¬ 
modities,  the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

The  research  activities  conducted  by  the  agency  comprise  studies 
in  farm  economics,  market  economics,  domestic  and  foreign  economic 
analysis,  research  conducted  through  foreign  currencies,  and  economic 
studies  performed  for  Federal,  State,  and  private  agencies. 

An  appropriation  of  $16,228,000,  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate 
$1,636,000  over  the  House  bill,  is  approved  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
for  the  operating  expenses  of  this  agency.  In  addition  to  mandatory 
pay  costs  approved  by  the  House,  the  committee  has  restored  pro¬ 
gram  increases  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  for  the  following 
projects: 

(a)  Adaption  and  testing  of  remote  sensing  techniques  for  use 
in  making  necessary  inventories,  $52,000; 

( b )  An  increase  of  $512,000  for  a  total  of  $2,238,000  for  develop¬ 
ing  responsive  research  and  basic  data  for  community  develop¬ 
ment; 

(c)  An  increase  of  $207,000  for  a  total  of  $3,859,000  to  develop 
better  measures  of  farm  income  and  to  improve  the  techniques 
of  forecasting  farm  prices  and  income;  and 

( d )  An  increase  of  $865,000  for  a  total  of  $2,238,000  for  accel¬ 
erating  economic  investigations  of  the  impact  of  world  agricultural 
development  and  related  adjustments  and  for  impact  on  U.S. 
foreign  trade. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  ( obligational )  authority _ $15,412,800 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  17,  749,  800 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  17,716,800 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  17,874,800 


The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  supplement  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
was  created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting 
research  and  service  programs  of  the  Department.  It  provides  a  chan¬ 
nel  for  the  orderly  flow  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of  this 
Service  are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  coordination 
and  improvement  in  the  Department’s  statistical  requirements,  and 
special  surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural  products. 

An  appropriation  of  $17,874,800  is  recommended  for  the  operations 
of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Service  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
represents  a  net  increase  of  $2,462,000  over  the  1970  Appropriation 
Act  and  is  $125,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and  $158,000  over  the 
amount  carried  in  the  House  bill.  The  committee  recommends  the  full 
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amount  for  the  conduct  of  all  the  projects  and  activities  proposed  for 
increases  in  the  budget  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  It  concurs  in  the 
House  action  of  including  $100,000  not  recommended  in  the  budget  for 
initiating  estimates  on  white  com  statistics. 

The  committee  also  recommends  $25,000  for  a  study  of  the  Horti¬ 
cultural  Census  to  determine  if  additional  states  or  commodities  should 
be  included  on  a  regular  basis  for  the  regular  estimating  and  reporting 
program. 

The  items  of  change  recommended  in  the  budget  and  included  in 
both  versions  of  the  appropriation  bill  are  shown  in  the  following 
table : 


Items 


1970  Budget 


act 

(1) 


1971 

(2) 


1971 

(3) 


Senate 


appropriation  estimates,  House  bill,  committee, 


1971 

(4) 


(1) 

Multiframe  livestock  survey . 

(2) 

Probability  surveys  of  farm  grain  stocks. 

(3) 

Farm  operators  expenditures  survey . 

(4) 

esearch  to  improve  agricultural  statistics. 

(5) 

Remote  sensing  research _ 

(6) 

Corn  statistics . . . . 

(7) 

Analysis  of  horticultural  statistics.. . 


$250,000  $1,300,000  $1,300,000  $1,300,000 


103,500  142,500  142,500  142,500 


80,  000 


22, 200  58, 200  22, 200 


80,  000 


358,400  375,400  358,400  375,400 


58, 200 


100,000  100,000 
.  25, 000 


Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  was  established  February  8, 
1965,  pursuant  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  under  terms 
of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (58  Stat.  742).  The 
Service  provides  consumer  protection  through  mandatory  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  for  wholesomeness  and  aids  in  improving  the  diet 
of  consumers.  Through  its  marketing  and  regulatory  programs,  it  aids 
in  advancing  orderly  and  efficient  marketing  and  effective  distribution 
of  products  from  the  Nation’s  farms. 

On  August  8, 1969,  the  Secretary  established  the  Food  and  Nutrition 
Service  and  transferred  all  of  the  food  and  nutrition  programs  form¬ 
erly  administered  by  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  to  this  new 
agency. 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE  MARKETING  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $133,595,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligationai)  authority _  149,247,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  149,247,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  149,247,000 
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Under  this  heading,  funds  are  appropriated  to  administer  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  to  provide  service  and  regulatory  functions  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  orderly  marketing  of  agricultural  commodities, 
including: 

(a)  Market  news  service  to  provide  timely  and  reliable  market 
reports  on  all  major  agricultural  commodities  to  help  farmers 
determine  when,  where,  and  at  what  price  to  sell  their  products ; 

( b )  Meat  inspection  to  assure  that  all  meat  and  meat  products 
produced  in  plants  shipping  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
are  wholesome,  and  that  foreign  establishments  producing  meat 
products  for  export  to  the  United  States  meet  Federal  standards 
for  sanitation  and  wholesomeness  of  product,  and  to  provide 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to  States  for  improving  their 
meat  inspection  programs ; 

( c )  Poultry  inspection  to  assure  that  all  poultry  meat  and 
poultry  meat  products  moving  in  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  are  wholesome ; 

( d )  Other  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and  standardization 
services  to  develop  standards  of  quality  and  condition  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  to  use  them  in  providing  an  impartial 
inspection,  classing,  and  grading  service ;  and 

( e )  Regulatory  activities  covering  administration  of  laws 
aimed  at  protecting  farmers  and  others  from  financial  loss  result¬ 
ing  from  deceptive,  careless,  and  fraudulent  marketing  practices, 
and  providing  assistance  in  obtaining  and  maintaining  equitable 
transportation  rates  and  services  on  farm  supplies  and  products. 

An  appropriation  of  $149,247,000  is  recommended  for  the  various 
activities  financed  under  this  appropriation  heading.  This  amount  is 
$15,651,500  over  the  fiscal  year  1970  appropriation  to  date,  the  same 
as  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

$5,913,000  of  this  increase  over  fiscal  year  1970  is  for  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  activities,  which  will  be  utilized  as  follows: 

(a)  $982,000  is  for  grants  to  States  under  the  cooperative  Fed¬ 
eral-State  programs.  This  increase  will  make  a  total  of  $22,- 
599,000  available  for  this  purpose  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

(5)  $3,416,000  is  for  additional  Federal  inspection  of  plants 
located  in  States  that  fail  to  develop  inspection  programs  com¬ 
parable  to  the  Federal  program  by  December,  1970. 

( c )  $1,515,000  is  for  increased  Federal  inspection  services  at 
those  plants  shipping  meat  in  interstate  commei’ce. 

For  poultry  inspection  activities,  the  bill  includes  an  increase  of 
$3,292,000,  of  which  $150,000  is  for  assistance  to  the  States  in  develop¬ 
ing  comparable  poultry  inspection  programs;  $1,165,000  is  for  Fed¬ 
eral  assumption  of  poultry  inspection  activities  in  those  States  failing 
to  develop  a  comparable  program  by  August,  1970;  and,  $1,977,000  is 
for  additional  Federal  poultry  inspection  of  plants  shipping  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce. 

For  cotton  classing  activities,  the  bill  contains  an  increase  of  $200,- 
000,  as  proposed  in  the  estimate,  which  represents  higher  postal  costs 
for  mailing  cotton  samples. 

The  remaining  $6,246,000  increase  over  1970  represents  increased 
pay  costs. 

Within  the  amount  appropriated  for  this  item,  the  committee  directs 
that  an  additional  $25,000  be  utilized  for  expanding  market  news  serv- 
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ice  on  ornamental  crops  with  the  understanding  that  the  industry  will 
continue  its  annual  contribution  of  $50,000  for  the  development  of 
improved  grade  standards  for  ornamental  crops. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $1,600,000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,600,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,600,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,750,000 


This  Service  administers  the  matched  fund  program  for  marketing 
activities  carried  out  through  cooperative  arrangements  with  State 
departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  of  markets,  and  similar  State 
agencies.  Payments  to  States  for  this  purpose  were  authorized  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

The  funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  are  used  to  match  ap¬ 
propriations  by  the  States  to  bridge  the  gap  between  research  and  its 
application  by  producers  and  marketing  agencies.  Projects  are  estab¬ 
lished  which  enable  the  States  to  put  into  practical  application  new 
and  improved  methods  and  practices  which  aid  in  expanding  outlets 
for  agricultural  commodities  and  improved  marketing  techniques  and 
practices.  Projects  conducted  in  cooperation  with  the  States  under  this 
appropriation  are  divided  into  five  major  activities:  (1)  Improving 
and  maintaining  the  quality  of  agricultural  products  through  improve¬ 
ments  in  grades  and  standards,  product  specifications  and  quality; 
(2)  Developing  new  and  expanded  markets  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  under  which  emphasis  is  given  to  disposing  of  seasonal  sur¬ 
pluses  through  better  advertising  to  call  attention  of  the  consumer  to 
the  availability  of  seasonal  and  surplus  commodities;  (3)  Increasing 
marketing  efficiency  and  reducing  costs  which  involve  the  evaluation  of 
the  needs  for  improved  marketing  and  processing  facilities  and  equip¬ 
ment,  or  the  updating  of  existing  facilities  including  installation  of 
efficient  facilities  for  performing  marketing  operations;  (4)  Assem¬ 
bling  and  disseminating  marketing  information — emphasis  is  placed 
on  the  collection  and  dissemination  of  marketing  information  to  aid 
marketing  on  a  State  and  local  marketing  basis,  and  (5)  Producer 
groups  and  marketing  agencies  are  assisted  in  organizing,  selling  and 
bargaining  efforts  under  cooperative  action  such  as  marketing  orders 
to  enable  them  to  obtain  the  most  economic  returns  for  their  com¬ 
modities  whether  sold  in  a  raw  or  semi-finished  state. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,750,000  is  recommended  for  financing  co¬ 
operative  agreements  made  under  the  matching- fund  program.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $150,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill, 
and  restores  the  matching  payment  program  to  the  level  provided  in 
fiscal  1968  and  prior  years. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  SECTION  3  2 

The  basic  purposes  of  section  32  funds  is  to  encourage  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  food  by  stabilizing  prices  for  export  and  domestic  consumption 
of  perishable  agricultural  commodities.  The  extent  of  use  of  funds  for 
the  basic  purposes  of  section  32,  which  has  been  amended  from  time 
to  time,  depends  upon  the  condition  of  markets  and  the  extent  to 
which  surplus  removal  programs  are  initiated  to  stabilize  market 
conditions. 
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It  is  essential  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have  on  hand  at 
all  times  under  the  permanent  appropriation  sufficient  funds  to  enter 
into  the  price  depressed  markets  and  stabilize  them  by  surplus  re¬ 
moval  operations.  The  following  table  summarizes  the  estimate  of 
the  total  funds  available  for  section  32  activities  and,  together  with 
the  balance  of  $300  million  estimated  to  be  carried  over  as  authorized 
by  law  for  fiscal  year  1969.  1970,  and  the  estimate  for  1971 : 


Item 

1969 

1970  estimate 

1971  estimate 

Appropriation  or  estimate _ 

Balance  available  from  prior  years _ 

Recovery  of  prior-year  obligations . . . . 

Transfers  to: 

Child  nutrition  programs _ 

Special  milk  program _ 

Agricultural  Research  Service _ 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service _ _ _ 

Interior  Department _ _ _ 

$596,645,658 
300, 000, 000 
784  . 

-64,325,000 
-104,000,000  . 
-15,  000, 000 
-3,117,000 
-7,412,775 

$698, 462,614 
299,921,169 

-194,266,000 

-15,  000, 000 
-3,117, 000 
-7,636, 414 

$728, 000, 000 
300, 000, 000 

-238,358, 000 

-15,000, 000 
-3,117,000 
-7,744, 000 

Total  available  after  transfers _ _ _ 

Obligations _ 

702,791,667 
402, 870, 498 

778.364. 369 

478. 364. 369 

763,781,000 

463,781,000 

Unobligated  balance  carried  forward  to  subsequent  year. 

299, 921,169 

300, 000,000 

300, 000,000 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

The  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  was  established  August  8,  1969,  by 
the  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1659  and  Supplement  1,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 

This  agency  is  responsible  for  the  formulation  and  administration 
of  programs  dealing  with  the  child  feeding  programs  (including  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  school  lunch  program  as  amended,  and  the  Special 
Milk  Program),  family  feeding  programs  which  include  the  Food 
Stamp  Program,  as  well  as  the  administration  of  the  Direct  Distribu¬ 
tion  Program  to  families  and  to  institutions  and  related  specialized 
nutritional  and  feeding  programs. 
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FOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
[Program  level— Dollars  in  thousands! 


Program 

Fiscal  year 
1969 

Fiscal  year 
1970  1 

Fiscal  year 
1971  budget 
estimate 

Fiscal  year 
1971  House 
bill 

Fiscal  year 
1971  Senate 
bill 

A  Child  nutrition  program: 

1.  Cash  grants  to  States: 

(a)  School  lunch  (sec.  4) _ 

$162, 034 

$168,041 

$169, 721 

$169,721 

$169,721 

(b)  Free  and  reduced  price  lunches.. 

54, 000 

134,  000 

200,  000 

200,  000 

200,  000 

(c)  School  breakfast _  . . 

3,500 

12,000 

15,  000 

15,  000 

15,  000 

(d)  Nonfood  assistance _ 

748 

15,  000 

12,  500 

17,500 

12,500 

(e)  State  administrative  expenses. . . 

153 

2,750 

2,750 

2,750 

2,750 

(f)  Nonschool  food  program _ 

2  3, 244 

2 13,  572 

2 15,  000 

2 15,  000 

2 15,  000 

Total,  cash  grants . . 

223, 679 

346, 163 

414,971 

419,971 

419,971 

2  Commodities  to  States. . . . 

292, 107 

230, 205 

264, 465 

264, 465 

264, 465 

3  Federal  operating  expenses _ 

3, 995 

5,282 

5, 542 

5,  542 

5,  542 

Total,  child  nutrition  program _ 

519, 781 

581, 650 

684,978 

689, 978 

684,978 

B.  Special  milk  program: 

1  Milk  (direct  appropriation) . . 

102, 048 

83,  814 

103,314 

103,314 

2  Special  sec  32  funds  used  for  milk  pro- 

gram _ 

20,  000 

3.  Administrative  expenses _ _ _ 

629 

686 

686 

686 

Total,  special  milk  program..  _ 

102, 677 

104,  000 

104,  000 

104,  000 

Total,  child  nutrition  and  special  milk 

programs. . . . 

622,458 

685,650 

684, 978 

793, 978 

788, 978 

C.  Family  feeding  program: 

1.  Food  stamp  program _ 

250, 981 

610,  000 

1, 250,  000 

1, 250,  000 

1, 250,  000 

2.  Direct  distribution  to  families: 

(a)  Section  32  commodities _ 

192, 668 

182,015 

160,  300 

160,  300 

160,300 

(b)  Financial  assistance  to  States _ 

4, 154 

16,  000 

19,  700 

19,  700 

19,  700 

(c)  Federal  direct  operation  at  local 

level _ _ _ 

1,300 

2,318 

(d)  Section  416 _ 

79,  278 

61,942 

92, 745 

92,745 

92,  745 

Total,  direct  distribution  to 

families _ 

277, 400 

262,275 

272,745 

272, 745 

272,745 

3.  Nutrition  supplement _ 

8,317 

33,  000 

40,  000 

40,  000 

40,  000 

Total,  family  feeding _ 

536, 698 

905, 275 

1,562,745 

1,  562,  745 

1,562,745 

D.  Direct  distribution  to  institutions _  .. 

32, 227 

12,  889 

26,416 

26,416 

26,416 

E.  Nutrition  education  program3 _ 

9, 948 

30,  000 

50,  000 

50,  000 

50,  000 

Total,  food  assistance  program _ 

1,201,332 

1,633,814 

2, 324, 139 

2,  433, 139 

2, 428, 139 

1  Revised  to  reflect  approval  of  Public  Law  91-207  (Mar.  12,  1970)  to  provide  additional  funds  for  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
gram. 

2  Excludes  balances  carried  forward  to  succeeding  year. 

3  Includes  administrative  expenses. 


SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ 1 *  $84,  000.  OOO 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  — 0 — 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  104,000,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  104,000,000 


1  In  addition  $20  million  was  derived  by  transfer  from  section  32,  permanent  appro¬ 

priation. 
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The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  primarily  at  increasing  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  From  its  inception  in  fiscal  year 
1955  through  fiscal  year  1962,  the  program  was  financed  through  ad¬ 
vances  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (Public  Law  87-128),  approved 
August  8,  1961,  authorized  financing  of  the  program  by  regular  ap¬ 
propriation.  This  authorization  was  amended  by  the  Child  Nutrition 
Act  of  1966  (Public  Law  89-642),  approved  October  11,  1966  which 
extended  the  program  through  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  committee  recommends  an  apropriation  of  $104,000,000  for  the 
Special  Milk  Program.  This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill 
and  is  $104,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate.  This  will  provide  for  the 
continuation  of  the  program  at  the  same  level  as  1970. 

Since  the  submission  of  the  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1971,  Con¬ 
gress  has  enacted  a  permanent  authorization  for  the  Special  Milk 
Program  at  an  annual  level  of  $120,000,000.  This  bill  is  awaiting  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  President.  In  view  of  this  new  authorization  and  the 
continued  need  for  the  Special  Milk  Program,  the  Committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  $104,000,000  for  the  coming  year,  which  is  $16,000,000  un¬ 
der  the  authorization  act  referred  to. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ 1  $316,  766,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  2  323,  753,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  2  328,  753,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  “323,753,000 


1  Includes  $194,266,000  transfer  from  Section  32. 

2  Includes  $238,358,000  transfer  from  Section  32. 

Appropriations  provided  under  this  heading  are  used  to  carry  out 
Federal  contributions  to  Child  Nutrition  and  Special  Feeding  Pro¬ 
grams  conducted  in  schools  and  service  institutions  away  from  home. 
Special  emphasis  is  being  directed  toward  reaching  the  children  of 
needy  families  in  low-income  areas. 

This  agency  has  responsibility  for  designing  feeding  programs 
which  provide  well  balanced,  nutritious  meals  for  children.  Partici¬ 
pation  in  Child  Feeding  Programs  is  desirable  not  only  from  a  nutri¬ 
tional  standpoint  and  the  well-being  of  the  children  themselves,  but 
participation  in  these  programs  also  enables  the  children  to  assimilate 
proper  nutritional  habits  for  use  in  adult  life. 

The  authorities  for  the  Child  Nutrition  Programs  are  the  regular 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Special  Section  32  Feeding 
Program.  The  Federal  contribution  to  the  Feeding  Programs  is  aug¬ 
mented  by  contributions  to  the  States  from  commmodities  acquired 
under  Section  6  of  the  School  Lunch  Act,  purchases  and  donations  of 
commodities  acquired  under  Section  32,  and  donations  of  commodities 
acquired  as  a  result  of  price  support  activities  under  Section  416. 

A  total  Child  Nutrition  Program  of  $788,978,000  is  recommended 
by  the  Committee  for  fiscal  year  1971.  This  total  includes  $85,395,000 
in  direct  appropriations;  $238,358,000  by  transfer  from  Section  32 
funds;  $156,653,000  for  Section  11  special  assistance  to  needy  areas  to 
be  derived  from  the  Section  32  special  feeding  program;  and  $201,- 
452,000  for  donated  commodities  which  will  be  purchased  with  Section 
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32  funds  and  Section  416  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  as 
part  of  their  regular  surplus  removal  operations. 

The  amounts  recommended  are  the  same  as  the  estimate,  and 
$5,000,000  under  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  total  amount  contained  in  the  Senate  bill  provides  a  net  increase 
of  $103,328,000  over  funds  available  for  fiscal  1970. 

The  regular  school  lunch  program  authorized  by  Section  4  of  the 
School  Lunch  Act  continues  to  grow,  and  the  Department  now 
estimates  that  approximately  3.4  billion  lunches  will  be  served  in 
1971.  The  funds  available  are  expected  to  provide  a  Federal  contri¬ 
bution  of  5.0  cents  per  meal  served.  The  following  table  reflects 
program  participation  for  1968  through  the  estimate  for  fiscal  1971. 


Fiscal  year 

Item 

1968 

actual 

1969 

actual 

1970 

estimate 

1971 

estimate 

Number  of  schools  (peak  participation)1 _ 

Number  of  schoolchildren  (average  thousands) _ 

Number  of  lunches  served  (millions) . . . ... 

Federal  cash  contribution  (millions) _ 

Average  Federal  contribution  per  lunch  (cents).  _ 

71,983 

17, 700 
3,181.0 
$154.  7 

4.9 

74,558 

17,  800 

3, 207.  6 
$162.  0 

5.0 

85, 000 
18.700 

3, 360.  8 
$168. 0 

5.0 

88,  000 
18,900 
3,  394.  4 
$169.  7 
5.0 

1  Represents  total  schools  particpating  in  school  lunch,  special  assistance  and  breakfast  programs 

The  bill  as  reported  does  not  include  any  additional  financing  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Children’s  Food  Service  Programs  Act,  P.L.  91-248, 
approved  on  May  14,  1970.  It  is  anticipated  that  additional  funds  will 
be  required  under  this  Act,  and  it  is  expected  that  supplemental 
appropriation  estimates  will  be  transmitted  to  Congress  before  the 
end  of  this  session. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _  $610,000,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,250,000,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,250,000,000 


Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,250,000,000 

The  food  stamp  program  was  authorized  by  Public  Law  88-525, 
approved  August  31,  1964.  Public  Law  90-91,  approved  September  27, 
1967,  provided  that  the  act  be  carried  out  only  with  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  specific  purpose 
and  in  no  event  shall  be  carried  out  with  funds  derived  from  perma¬ 
nent  appropriations.  Public  Law  90-552,  approved  October  8,  1968, 
extended  appropriation  authority  through  December  1970,  and  pro¬ 
vided  $340  million  authorization  for  fiscal  1970. 

Public  Law  91-116,  approved  November  13,  1969,  increased  the 
authorization  for  fiscal  year  1970  to  $610  million.  Legislation  to  in¬ 
crease  this  authorization  has  passed  the  Senate  and  is  presently  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  House  Committee. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  designed  to  benefit  families  or  individ¬ 
uals  receiving  some  form  of  welfare  assistance,  and  is  also  authorized 
to  help  other  designated  families  with  incomes  as  low  or  lower  than 
families  receiving  welfare.  The  program  is  conducted  in  cooperation 
with  the  States  with  the  objective  of  providing  improvements  in  the 
diets  of  loAv-income  families.  Eligible  persons  or  families  are  able  to 
increase  their  purchase  of  foods  by  means  of  food  stamps  issued  in  the 
form  of  special  Federal  assistance.  The  food  stamps  are  redeemed  in 
designated  retail  stores.  The  results  of  the  program  show  that  food 
purchases  are  increased. 

S.  Kept.  987  O,  91-2 - 4 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,250,000,000  for 
the  Food  Stamp  Program.  This  is  the  full  budget  estimate,  the  amount 
contained  in  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $640,000,000  over  the 
amount  appropriated  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

The  Conference  Report  (91-1227)  on  H.R.  17399,  the  Second  Sup¬ 
plemental  Appropriation  Bill  for  1970,  provided  that  $300,000,000  of 
the  amount  recommended  under  this  appropriation  could  be  used  for  a 
four-month  period  during  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 1970,  pend¬ 
ing  final  enactment  of  this  bill,  to  enable  the  Food  Stamp  Program  to 
continue  at  its  current  level  pending  enactment  of  the  authorizing 
legislation  for  the  1971  program. 

According  to  estimates  supplied  to  the  Committee,  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  will  reach  some  5,400,000  participants  in  about  1,850  projects 
by  June  30,  1970.  The  additional  funds  will  provide  for: 

(a)  Full-year  coverage  of  the  June  30, 1970,  participation  level 
including  the  costs  of  annualization  of  the  program  modifications 
announced  in  December  1969 ; 

(b)  Coverage  of  the  costs  of  more  extensive  program  modifica¬ 
tions  to  be  made  upon  passage  of  the  requested  reform  legislation ; 
and 

( c )  The  partial-year  costs  of  approximately  2.1  million  addi¬ 
tional  participants  resulting  from  program  improvements  and 
expansion  into  new  areas.  This  will  bring  year-end  participation 
in  fiscal  year  1971  to  about  7.5  million. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ x$23,  437,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  x24,  773,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  x24,  023,  000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  x24,  773,  000 

1  In  addition,  $3,117,000  transferred  from  Section  32. 


The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  was  established  March  10,  1953, 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1320,  Supplement  1.  Public  Law 
690,  approved  August  28,  1954,  transferred  the  agricultural  attaches 
from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

The  agency  performs  two  principal  kinds  of  service  functions : 

It  maintains  a  worldwide  agricultural  intelligence  and  reporting 
service,  to  assist  TT.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export  operations. 
This  is  done  through  a  continuous  program  of  analyzing  and  reporting 
foreign  agricultural  production,  markets,  and  policies. 

It  helps  to  develop  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  farm  products  through 
effective  market  promotion  under  special  export  programs  and  through 
helping  to  secure  international  trade  conditions  that  are  favorable 
toward  our  products. 

The  agency  directs  and  coordinates  Departmental  participation  in 
trade  programs  and  agreements  affecting  stabilization  and  expansion 
of  world  trade  in  American  agricultural  products.  It  works  to  reduce 
tariff  and  trade  practices  against  import  of  American  commodities. 
It  makes  a  comprehensive  analyses  of  trade  practices  and  restrictions 
in  the  Common  Market  countries  and  related  trade  areas  and  prepares 
recommendations  for  the  position  of  the  Department  on  trade  agree¬ 
ments.  It  conducts  a  continuing  review  of  trade  regulations  and  signa¬ 
tories  of  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade.  It  administers 
the  import  control  programs  in  accordance  with  Section  22  of  the 
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Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1935,  as  amended,  and  is  responsible 
for  administering  controls  established  under  the  1964  Meat  Import 
Act  and  Section  204  of  the  Trade  Expansion  Act. 

It  supervises  the  activities  of  agricultural  attaches  located  in  60 
posts  in  the  conduct  of  assigned  activities,  including  reporting  on 
agricultural  developments,  export  potentials,  market  development, 
trade  policy  negotiations,  and  the  reporting  upon  of  these  and  other 
aspects  of  foreign  agricultural  markets  and  trade  to  be  of  assistance 
to  the  maintenance  of  American  industry. 

The  agency  administers  a  comprehensive  cooperative  market  de¬ 
velopment  program  aimed  at  promoting  the  export  of  U.  S. -produced 
commodities  and  in  the  conduct  of  this  activity  uses  various  means 
and  methods  to  promote  foreign  sales  of  agricultural  commodities  in 
raw  or  processed  form.  Develops  and  maintains  current  information 
on  foreign  market  requirements  for  specific  commodities  and  makes 
available  such  data  to  farm  and  export  trade  groups.  It  supervises  the 
cooperative  market  development  program  and  renders  assistance  to 
cooperators  and  others  in  negotiations  with  foreign  government  of¬ 
ficials,  importers  and  consumers  in  efforts  to  further  the  export  of 
agricultural  commodities. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $24,773,000  and  a 
transfer  from  Section  32  of  $3,117,000  making  a  total  of  $27,890,000 
for  operation  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  in  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  The  appropriation  recommended  is  $1,336,000  over  the  1970  Act, 
is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  for  1971,  and  $750,000 
over  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  recommendation  includes  $1,000,000  of  program  in¬ 
creases  over  1970  of  which  $250,000  is  for  providing  Agricultural 
Attaches  to  the  important  marketing  areas  of  the  Far  East.  Additional 
attaches  and  marketing  specialists  were  not  included  in  the  budget 
estimate  but  recommended  by  the  House  committee  in  its  report,  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Department  in  its  statement  to  the  committee. 

The  committee  strongly  supports  the  stationing  of  agricultural 
attaches  and  other  marketing  specialists  personnel  in  important  U.S. 
export,  markets  overseas  since  the  service  has  made  a  significant  contri¬ 
bution  to  obtaining  information  and  assisting  in  developing  new 
market  outlets.  The  committee  has  also  restored  the  balance  of  the 
program  increase  of  $750,000  for  continuation  of  the  5-year  export 
program  launched  in  fiscal  1970. 

Every  effort,  should  be  made  by  the  agency  to  cope  with  problems  of 
increased  import  restrictions  in  the  European  Economic  Community, 
our  biggest,  market  area,  which  is  shrinking,  and  to  deal  with  the  pros¬ 
pects  of  England  and  other  nations  engaging  in  the  imposition  of 
barriers  to  the  sale  of  U.S.  agricultural  commodities. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $2,321,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,552,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  2.552,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  ( obligational )  authority _  2,  552,  000 


The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives 
under  the  act  are  to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market 
corners;  prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and 
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market  information  affecting  commodity  prices;  protect  hedgers  and 
other  users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating,  fraud, 
and  manipulative  practices ;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  priv¬ 
ileges  on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers; 
insure  trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers 
and  other  traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by  brokers; 
and  provide  information  to  the  public  regarding  trading  operations 
and  contract  markets. 

The  committee  recommends  $2,552,000,  the  budget  estimate  for  1971 
and  the  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill  for  the  conduct  of  the  oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Authority.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$231,000  over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1970,  of  which  $157,000  is 
for  pay  costs.  The  remaining  $74,000  increase,  and  other  anticipated 
savings,  will  allow  this  agency  to  utilize  computers  to  assist  it  in 
supervising  the  trading  of  commodity  futures. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  901-913). 
The  agency  administers  a  number  of  agricultural  program  activities 
as  described  below. 


EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


Agency  and  item 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority  en¬ 
acted  to  date 
fiscal  year  1970 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates  of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 
fiscal  year  1971 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority  rec¬ 
ommended  in 
House  bill 

Senate 
committee  rec¬ 
ommendation 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Service: 

Expenses,  ASCS: 

Direct  appropriation _ 

Transfer  from  CCC _ 

Total  expenses,  ASCS__  _  __ 

_  $146,  000,  000 

_  62,  483,  000 

_  208,  483,  000 

$135,  466,  000 
68,  779,  000 
204, 245,  000 

$152,  690,  000 
68,  779,  000 
221,469,  000 

$150,000,  000 
68,  779,  000 
218, 779,  000 

Under  this  appropriation  item  funds  are  made  available  for  the 
administrative  expenses  of  a  number  of  farm  programs  administered 
by  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service.  The  sev¬ 
eral  program  administered  by  this  agency  include  production  adjust¬ 
ment  programs  dealing  with  the  various  commodities  and  the  special 
acreage  production  programs;  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  pro¬ 
gram  ;  administration  of  the  agricultural  conservation  program ; 
administration  of  the  emergency  conservation  measures;  the  crop¬ 
land  adjustment  and  conversion  programs;  the  conservation  reserve 
program  payments  and  the  Appalachian  region  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  ;  the  administration  of  price  support  and  related  programs  and 
special  activities  and  export  programs,  as  authorized  pursuant  to  the 
foreign  assistance  programs,  together  with  related  service  activities 
assigned  to  the  agencies. 

The  committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $150,000,000 
and  a  transfer  from  CCC  corporate  funds  of  $68,779,000,  for  a  total  of 
$218,779,000  for  fiscal  year  1971.  The  amounts  recommended  represent 
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a  net  increase  of  $10,296,000  over  the  1970  Appropriation  Act,  a 
decrease  of  $2,690,000  under  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of 
$14,534,000  over  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  recommends  a  reduction  under  the  House  bill  of 
$2,690,000,  and  believes  that  some  of  the  reduction  can  be  absorbed  by 
adjustments  in  the  Washington  and  State  offices,  due  to  expiration  of 
Cropland  Adjustment  and  Conservation  Reserve  programs,  and 
through  the  elimination  of  less  essential  Washington  office  stalf 
positions. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $93,000,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  83,600,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  83,600,000 

Committee  recomendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  83,600,000 


Under  this  heading  payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  who 
comply  with  certain  special  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act,  of  1948,  as 
amended.  Payments  for  this  program  are  financed  from  a  tax  of  50 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  imposed  on  all  beet  and  cane  sugar  proc¬ 
essed  or  imported  into  the  United  States  used  for  direct  consumption. 

An  appropriation  of  $83,600,000  for  Sugar  Act  payments  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  fiscal  year  1971.  This  is  the  budget  estimate,  the  same 
amount  contained  in  the  House  bill,  and  a  decrease  of  $9,400,000  un¬ 
der  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

Sugar  payments  are  mandatory  to  domestic  producers  who  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  pay¬ 
ments  are  financed  from  a  tax  of  53.5  cents  per  100  pounds  on  all  beet 
and  cane  sugar  processed  or  imported  into  the  United  States.  To  date, 
these  tax  collections,  which  go  into  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury, 
have  exceeded  producer  payments  under  this  act  by  $612  million. 

ADVANCE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  1971  PROGRAM  (CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _  $195,500,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  — 0 — 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  195,500,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  190,000,000 

LIQUIDATION  OF  CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION 

1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $(195,500,000) 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  (185,000,000) 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  (185,000,000) 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  (185,000,000) 


The  agricultural  conservation  program  is  authorized  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  7  to  16(a),  inclusive,  and  section  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended.  The  act  aims 
at  restoring  and  improving  soil  fertility.  It  contributes  to  reducing 
erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water.  It  also  helps  in  conserving  water  on 
land.  Costs  are  shared  with  individual  farmers  and  ranchers  who  per¬ 
form  approved  soil -building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices 
on  their  farms.  This  assistance  represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
performing  the  practice.  The  farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost 
which  averages  about  50  percent. 

An  appropriation  of  $185,000,000  is  recommended  to  liquidate  the 
contract  authorization  for  the  1970  program  approved  last  year.  The 
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amount  recommended  is  the  same  as  the  budget  estimate  and  the 
amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  recommends  an  advance  program  authorization  of 
$190,000,000  for  the  1971  Agricultural  Conservation  Program.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $190,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and  is  $5,500,000, 
under  the  authorization  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  language  in  the  House  Report  regard¬ 
ing  the  resource  conservation  and  anti-pollution  benefits  which  have 
derived  from  the  ACP  Program. 

A  highlight  summary  of  the  benefits  contributed  by  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  to  soil  and  water  conservation  efforts  is  reflected  in  the  following 
tabulation  taken  from  justifications  presented  to  the  Committee  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  budget  estimates  for  fiscal  1971. 


Accomplish¬ 

ments 

Unit  1936-68 

Practice  (in  thousands) 


Water  storage  reservoirs  constructed  to  distribute  grazing,  control  erosion,  and 

conserve  irrigation  water  and  wildlife . . . . . Structures .  2, 072 

Terraces  constructed  to  control  erosion  or  conserve  water . . Acres . .  30, 697 

Stripcropping  systems  established  to  control  wind  or  water  erosion  and  conserve 

water . . . . . . _ . do. .  113,404 

Permanent  sod  waterways  established  to  control  erosion  and  safely  dispose  of 

excess  runoff . . . _ . _ . _ . . . . . do _  1,050 

Competitive  shrubs  controlled  on  range  or  pasture  to  permit  growth  of  adequate 

cover  for  erosion  control _ _ do .  57,662 

Trees  and  shrubs  planted  for  forestry  purposes,  erosion  control,  or  land-use 

adjustment . do .  4,794 

Forest  tree  stands  improved  for  forestry  purposes  and  erosion  control-. . . do .  3, 931 


CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $78,600,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  77,800,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  77,800,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  77,800,000 


This  program  is  authorized  by  title  6  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1965.  The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  assist  farmers  through 
long-term  agreements  to  divert  land  from  the  production  of  unneeded 
crops  to  uses  which  will  promote  the  development  of  soil,  water,  forest, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  resources.  There  is  authority  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  also  to  establish,  protect,  and  conserve  open  spaces  and  natural 
beauty  and  to  prevent  air  and  water  pollution. 

An  appropriation  of  $77,800,000  is  recommended  for  payments 
under  the  Cropland  Adjustment  Program.  The  amount  recommended 
is  the  full  budget  estimate  and  the  same  amount  contained  in  the 
House  bill,  and  $800,000  below  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1970. 

These  payments  are  required  for  agreements  entered  into  in  1966 
and  1967.  No  program  is  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $5,000,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  5,  000,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  5  000  000 

Committee  recommendation— New  (obligational)  authority _  5  000 ’  000 


The  program  of  emergency  assistance  was  authorized  by  the  Third 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1957  (Public  Law  85-58).  Assist- 
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ance  is  available  only  when,  as  a  result  of  wind  erosion,  floods,  hurri¬ 
canes,  or  other  natural  disasters,  new  conservation  problems  are 
created  which  (1)  if  not  treated,  will  impair  or  endanger  the  land ;  (2) 
materially  affect  the  productive  capacity  of  the  land;  (3)  represent 
damage  which  is  unusual  in  character  and,  except  for  wind  erosion, 
is  not  the  type  which  would  recur  frequently  in  the  same  area;  and 
(4)  will  be  so  costly  to  rehabilitate  that  Federal  assistance  is  or  will  be 
required  to  return  the  land  to  productive  agricultural  use. 

An  appropriation  of  $5  million  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year  for  emergency  conservation  measures  to  deal  with  expenses  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  repair  of  farm  and  range  lands  resulting  from  natural 
disasters.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  the  amount  of  the 
House  bill,  and  the  same  amount  that  was  appropriated  last  year. 

The  $5  million  appropriation,  plus  anticipated  carryover  of  $8,098,- 
915  million,  as  well  as  estimated  recoveries  from  prior  year  obligations 

D  totaling  $3,400,000,  will  make  a  total  availability  next  year  of 
$16,498,915. 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority - $200,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  0 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  0 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  500,000 


The  committee  has  recommended  an  appropriation,  for  which  there 
is  no  authorization,  for  continuance  of  “Indemnity  Payments  to  Dairy 
Farmers”  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  in  the  amount  of  $500,000.  The 
Committee  has  increased  the  amount  from  $200,000  to  $500,000  based 
upon  information  received  by  it  to  the  effect  that  in  recent  months 
larger  indemnity  payments  have  been  authorized.  In  the  event  the  full 
amount  is  not  required,  the  appropriation  will  elapse. 

The  language  recommended  by  the  committee  and  the  criteria  to  be 
followed  in  the  new  language  follows : 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 

For  necessary  expenses  involved  in  making  payments  to 
dairy  farmers  who  have  been  directed  to  remove  their  milk 
from  commercial  markets  because  it  contained  residues  of 
chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  by  the  Federal 
Government,  $500,000 :  Provided ,  That  none  of  the  funds  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  payments 
to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial  mar¬ 
kets  as  a  result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority - $450,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority -  0 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  230,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  0 


The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  cooperates  with  all 
phases  of  rural  development,  and  serves  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  other  departments  of  Government  at  the  Washington  level  in  the 
implementation  of  rural  development  programs.  The  Rural  Commu¬ 
nity  Development  Service  identifies  Federal  programs  outside  the 
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Department  of  Agriculture  that  are  still  not  effectively  reaching  rural 
areas  because  of  administrative  difficulties  of  communicating  with  a 
dispersed  rural  population.  It  also  works  with  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  having  such  programs  to  develop  effective  means  for  overcoming 
these  administrative  difficulties  by  appropriate  adjustments  in  the 
programs  and  by  setting  up  appropriate  methods  of  utilizing  the 
services  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  and  other  Department  of 
Agriculture  agencies  to  facilitate  effective  availability  of  useful 
programs  of  other  departments  in  rural  areas. 

Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1679,  dated  January  30,  1970,  abol¬ 
ished  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  and  transferred  its 
functions  to  other  agencies  of  the  Department.  House  Document  91- 
305,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  April  13,  1970,  distributed  the 
$484,000  for  the  RCDS  in  the  original  budget  to  the  following 
agencies : 


Office  of  the  Secretary _ $140,  000 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service _  23,  000 

Extension  Service _  140,  000 

Farmers  Home  Administration _  91,  000 

Rural  Electrification  Administration _  44,  000 

Soil  Conservation  Service _  32,  000 

Forest  Service _  14,  000 


The  House  approved  bill  continues  an  appropriation  of  $230,000  for 
a  separate  agency,  but  the  Committee  has  stricken  this  item. 

The  Congress  has  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  author¬ 
ity  to  make  reorganizations  and  changes  in  agency  assignments  such 
as  announced  in  Memorandum  No.  1679.  Some  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  may  question  the  wisdom  of  changes  such  as  the  Secretary 
announced  in  dispersing  rural  development  coordination  functions 
previously  carried  out  by  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service. 

The  House  bill  denied  most  of  the  transfers  proposed  in  the  budget 
amendment  including  the  $140,000  provided  for  next  year  to  be  used 
in  the  “Office  of  the  Secretary.”  The  committee  therefore  recommends 
no  appropriation  under  this  item,  and  is  recommending  $230,000  under 
the  appropriation  “General  Administration.” 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $13,657,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  15,846,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  15,378,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  12,412,000 


Internal  audit  and  investigation  activities  are  carried  out  by  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General  which  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503,  dated  June  25, 1962,  and  No. 
1524,  dated  December  21,  1962.  The  Office  is  responsible  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and  programs  of  the 
Secretary  are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level  of  adminis¬ 
tration  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  It  insures  prompt  and  appropriate  corrective  action  in  those 
areas  in  which  deviation  from  established  law,  policy,  procedure,  rules, 
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or  regulations  has  developed;  and  conducts  internal  audit  and  in¬ 
vestigative  activities  within  the  Department  and  coordinates  and 
correlates  them  with  various  investigative  agencies  of  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 

A  direct  appropriation  of  $12,412,000  is  recommended  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  Office  and,  in  addition,  $3,434,000  is  provided  by  transfer 
for  audit  and  investigation  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program,  making  a 
total  available  for  the  coming  year  of  $15,846,000.  The  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  represent  an  increase  of  $468,000  over  the  House  bill  and  are  the 
amounts  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1971. 

The  amount  recommended  is  $2,189,000  over  the  amount  carried  in 
the  regular  Appropriation  Act  for  fiscal  1970.  The  increased  amounts 
are  for  the  following  audit  and  investigative  projects : 


Item 

1971  budget 
estimates 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

0) 

Audit  of  the  National  school  lunch  and  other  feeding  programs _ 

$384, 000 

$210,  000 

$384, 000 

(2) 

Audit  of  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service . 

3,940,000 

3, 646,  000 

3,940,  000 

(3) 

Audit  and  investigation  of  food  stamp  program _ 

3, 434,  000 

3,434,  000 

i  (3,434,  000) 

(4) 

Audit  of  the  Federal-State  cooperative  meat  and  poultry  inspection  pro¬ 
grams _ _ _ 

119,000 

119,000 

119, 000 

(5) 

Audit  of  Agricultural  Research  Service _ _ _ _ 

256, 000 

256, 000 

256, 000 

(6) 

Other  items  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

7,713, 000 

7,713,000 

7,713,000 

i  To  be  derived  by  transfer  from  the  "Food  stamp  program." 


Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority - $3,354,650 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority -  3,748,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,508,650 


Committee  recommendatiton — New  (obligatioanl)  authority -  3,748,000 

The  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  was  established  by 
Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1616,  supplement  1,  of  May  8,  1967. 
The  Agency  administers  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  of  1921,  as 
amended.  The  main  objective  of  the  act  is  to  assist  in  the  maintenance 
of  free  competitive  practices  in  the  marketing  of  livestock,  meat,  and 
poultry.  It  operates  currently  to  suppress  monopoly,  fraud,  or  re¬ 
straints  on  trade  in  the  marketing  of  $15  billion  worth  of  livestock  and 
nearly  $2  billion  on  live  poultry,  which  represents  approximately 
one-third  of  the  cash  income  of  U.S.  farmers,  and  $20  billion  worth  of 
meat  and  dressed  poultry  annually,  which  is  about  one-third  of  con¬ 
sumer  expenditures  for  food  in  the  United  States. 
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The  principal  programs  carried  out  in  administering  the  act  are : 

(1)  Investigation  of  packers  meat  merchandising  and  chainstore 
buying  practices  in  order  to  maintain  prices  established  by  fair  and 
competitive  marketing  practices  and  conditions ; 

(2)  Investigation  of  livestock  procurement  methods  by  packers  and 
dealers  to  assure  that  unfair  trade  practices  detrimental  to  producers 
and  the  industry  are  not  in  use ; 

(3)  Surveillance  of  marketing  methods  at  public  markets  to  foster 
and  maintain  effective  competition ; 

(4)  Investigation  of  complaints  regarding  poultry  marketing 
practices  to  identify  and  correct  those  which  are  injurious  to  producers 
and  ethical  operators  in  the  industry ; 

(5)  To  carry  out  weighing  investigations  to  eliminate  false  and 
careless  weighing  to  the  maximum  extent  possible; 

(6)  Review  custodial  accounts  to  determine  that  shippers’  proceeds 
are  safeguarded  and  otherwise  handled  in  conformance  with  existing 
regulations; 

(7)  Investigate  financial  condition  of  registrants  and  others  subject 
to  the  act  to  determine  that  they  are  financially  sound  and  capable 
of  meeting  their  obligations,  and  require  bonds  of  auction  operators, 
commission  firms,  and  dealers ; 

(8)  To  initiate  a  poultry-scale  testing  program  and  extend  the 
livestock  and  monorail  scale-testing  efforts  to  assure  accurate  scale 
facilities ; 

(9)  To  study  services  and  facilities  at  public  markets  to  determine 
that  they  are  adequate ; 

(10)  Review  rate  proposals  to  determine  that  they  are  reasonable 
and  commensurate  with  the  services  and  facilities  provided;  and 

(11)  Investigate  and  provide  for  hearings  and  settlement  of  rep¬ 
aration  complaints. 

(12)  Registration  of  dealers  and  market  agencies  and  posting  stock- 
yards. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,748,000  for 
administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyard  Act.  This  amount  is  the 
full  budget  estimate,  $239,350  over  the  House  bill  and  $393,350  over 
the  amount  appropriated  for  1970. 

A  summary  showing  increased  program  activities  and  comparative 
amounts  follows: 


Item 

1970 

appropriation 

1971  budget 
estimates 

1971  House 
bill 

Senate 

committee 

recom¬ 

mendations 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses . . . 

1  $3, 354, 650 

$3,  748, 000 

S3,  508,  650 

$3,748,  000 

(1)  Livestock  marketing  practices: 

(a)  Fair  marketing  practices  and  effective  com¬ 

petition . . .  . . 

(b)  Accurate  weights _ _ _ 

(c)  Financial  protection _ _ 

967, 100 
193, 200 
381,300 

1,115. 850 
267, 100 
433,  900 

1,011,500 
202, 100 
398, 900 

1,115. 850 
267, 100 
433, 900 

Subtotal . . . . . . 

(2)  Poultry  marketing  practices...  . . 

(3)  All  other _ _ _ _ 

1,  541, 600 
267, 000 

1,  546,  050 

1.816. 850 
314, 300 

1.616. 850 

1, 612,  500 
279, 300 
1,616, 850 

1.816.850 
314,  300 

1.616. 850 

Excludes  additional  funds  for  increased  pay  costs. 
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Office  of  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority - $5,229,500 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority -  5,657,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  5,657,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  5,657,000 


The  General  Counsel,  as  chief  law  officer  of  the  Department,  is 
responsible  for  providing  legal  services  for  all  programs,  operations 
and  activities  of  the  Department.  He  is  assisted  by  a  Deputy  General 
Counsel  and  three  Assistant  General  Counsels,  each  of  whom  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  a  portion  of  the  legal  work  of  the  Department.  The  functions 
of  this  Office  are  carried  out  in  the  Washington  office  and  in  20  field 
offices. 

The  field  offices  of  the  General  Council  handle  much  of  the  expanded 
legal  work  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service,  Farmers  Home  Administration,  Federal 
Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  Forest  Service,  and  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  and  other  agencies  of  the  Department. 

An  appropriation  of  $5,657,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  is  the  full  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $427,500 
over  the  1970  appropriation,  and  the  same  amount  as  carried  in  the 
House  bill.  The  entire  increase  over  1970  is  for  pay  costs. 

Office  of  Information 

salaries  and  expenses 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $2,106,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,256,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,256,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,256,000 


The  Office  of  Information  has' general  direction  and  supervision  of 
all  publications  and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the 
Department  including  the  final  review,  illustrating,  printing,  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  tele¬ 
vision,  and  magazine  materials;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news 
and  general  illustration-type  photographs;  and  the  preparation  and 
distribution  of  exhibit  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  publishes  the 
Yearbook  of  Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Department  directory,  and  the  Department  list  of  publica¬ 
tions;  handles  the  details  of  distributing  farmers’  bulletins  allotted 
to  Members  of  Congress;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  requests 
for  general  information  received  in  the  Department. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,256,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1971. 
This  is  the  full  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $150,000  over  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  1970,  and  the  same  amount  as  recommended  by  the 
House.  The  increase  over  1970  represents  increased  pay  costs.  The 
program  in  1971  will  continue  at  the  1970  level. 
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National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority - $3,226,750 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority -  3,914,750 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  3,614,750 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  3,914,750 


The  National  Agricultural  Library  makes  available  to  the  research 
workers  of  the  Department  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well 
as  to  the  general  public,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world 
that  is  contained  in  published  literature.  This  reduced  duplication  of 
effort  and  avoids  diversion  of  valuable  time  of  scientists  and  adminis¬ 
trators  by  letting  them  know  what  has  been  done  previously  in  their 
fields.  The  Library  collects  current  and  historical  published  material 
and  organizes  it  for  maximum  service  to  the  Department  and  to  the 
public  through  reference  services,  loans  of  publications,  bibliographi¬ 
cal  services,  and  photoreproductions  of  library  material.  The  Library 
provides  cataloging  information  to  a  commercial  publisher  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  monthly  National  Agricultural  Library  Catalog,  a 
listing  of  currently  acquired  titles. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,914,750  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1971 
for  the  operation  of  the  National  Agricultural  Library.  This  amount 
is  $688,000  over  the  appropriation  for  1970,  $300,000  over  the  amount 
included  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate. 
The  increased  amounts  recommended  for  the  coming  year  are  com¬ 
prised  of:  (a)  $175,000  of  the  increase  over  1970  is  for  pay  costs; 
(b)  $300,000  for  microfilming,  preserving  and  cataloging  the  existing 
library  collection  of  materials,  and  (c)  $200,000  is  for  the  purchase 
of  additional  books  and  periodicals. 

The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  action  in  not  providing  the 
$800,000  requested  for  a  new  cafeteria  which  was  to  be  located  in  the 
new  Library  building.  It  is  expected  that  the  need  for  and  location 
of  cafeteria  facilities  will  be  reviewed  prior  to  resubmission  in  a  future 
budget  request. 


Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $3,025,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,518,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,384,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,459,000 


This  Office  was  established  pursuant  to  Secretary’s  Memorandum 
No.  1529,  dated  January  29,  1963,  to  consolidate  the  budget  and  man¬ 
agement  service  functions  for  several  staff  offices  and  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,459,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year  for  the  operations  in  the  Office  of  Management  Services.  This 
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represents  an  increase  of  $434,000  over  the  1970  Appropriation  Act ;  is 
$59,000  under  the  budget  estimate  and  $75,000  over  the  amount  car¬ 
ried  in  the  House  bill.  In  addition  to  pay  costs,  the  increased  amounts 
recommended  for  1971  include  $79,000  for  new  accounting  equipment, 
and  a  restoration  of  $75,000  for  the  development  of  automatic  accrual 
accounting  systems  and  for  management  support  activities. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority - $4,838,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority— _  6,041,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  5,  559,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  6,  058,  000 


This  appropriation  item  is  used  to  finance  the  expenses  of  the  Office 
)  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  his  immediate  staff,  together  with 
various  staff  offices,  including  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance, 
Office  of  Plant  and  Operations,  Office  of  Personnel,  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Improvement,  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners,  the  judicial  officer. 

An  appropriation  of  $6,058,000  is  recommended  for  the  financing 
of  the  operations  conducted  under  this  appropriation  item  for  fiscal 
1971.  The  amount  recommended  is  $1,220,000  over  the  Appropriation 
Act  for  1970 ;  $499,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $17,000  over  the  budget 
estimate.  In  addition  to  mandatory  pay  act  costs,  the  Committee  rec¬ 
ommends  $230,000  for  activities  formerly  conducted  under  the  heading 
“Rural  Community  Development  Service.” 

The  Committee  has  restored  $269,000  for  equal  opportunity  work  as 
proposed  in  the  budget  estimate  to  this  appropriation  item  rather  than 
to  derive  it  by  transfer  from  the  working  capital  fund  as  proposed  in 
the  House  bill.  The  Committee  also  recommends  the  inclusion  of 
$73,000  increase  for  management  improvement  activities  denied  by  the 
House  but  this  amount  should  be  derived  from  funds  made  available 
to  the  PPB  staff  since  that  was  presumably  one  of  the  basic  functions 
embodied  in  the  responsibilities  assigned  to  that  group  when  it  was 
L  established. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Exec¬ 
utive  Order  7037  of  May  11,  1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension  of 
central  station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was  con¬ 
tinued  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and  be¬ 
came  part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  II.  On  October  28, 1949,  Public  Law  423  amended 
the  act  to  authorize  loans  for  furnishing  and  improving  rural  tele¬ 
phone  service. 

Electric  and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liquidating  within 
a  period  not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  interest. 
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Electrification  Program 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  ELECTRIFICATION  LOANS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  to  date - $340,000,000 

1971  budget  estimates — New  (obligational)  authority -  322,000,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - - —  322,000,000 

Committee  recommendation — new  (obligational)  authority — 1 —  352,000,000 


The  Committee  recommends  new  loan  authorization  of  $352,000,000 
for  fiscal  1971.  This  is  an  increase  of  $30,000,000  over  the  House  bill 
and  the  budget  estimate  and  $12,000,000  over  the  authorization  'pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  1970.  The  new  authorization,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  $20,000,000  additional  authorization  approved  last 
year  (which  was  impounded  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget)  and  loan 
recisions  will  provide  an  electrification  loan  level  in  the  coming  fiscal 
year  of  $375,000,000  instead  of  $345,000,000  as  requested  in  the  budget. 

In  view  of  the  large  backlog  of  unserviced  loan  applications,  the 
Committee  believes  that  a  modest  increase  of  $30,000,000  is  the  addi¬ 
tional  minimum  amount  that,  should  be  made  available  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year. 

Supplemental  Financing  Program 

The  Committee  commends  the  rural  electric  systems  in  their  attempt 
to  establish  a  financing  organization  to  help  alleviate  the  large  finan¬ 
cial  needs  of  the  rural  electric  systems  for  new  capital  financing  from 
the  Federal  Government.  The  National  Rural  Utilities  Cooperative 
Finance  Corporation  (CFC)  was  incorporated  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  on  April  10,  1969.  The  Committee  understands  that  CFC  now 
has  785  members  in  44  states. 

Historically,  REA  has  granted  loans  since  the  program  began  in 
1935  allowing  deferment  of  the  payment  of  principal  on  the  loans  for 
varying  periods  of  time.  In  some  cases  the  deferment  period  has  been 
for  one  year,  in  some  cases  for  two  years,  in  some  cases  for  three  years, 
in  some  cases  for  five  years,  and  in  a  few  instances  even  longer. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  CFC  plan  has  the  potential  of 
diverting  the  growing  need  to  increase  the  annual  loan  authorization 
and  achieve  a  large  measure  of  “self-financing”  in  future  years.  To  be 
most  effective  the  capitalization  of  the  corporation  must  be  accelerated. 

The  Committee  expects  the  REA  Administrator  to  assume  an  active 
role  in  cooperation  with  CFC  in  the  accumulation  of  initial  subscrip¬ 
tion  of  capital  from  CFC  members  for  initial  operations. 

In  addition  to  the  subscription  of  capital  from  existing  sources,  and 
to  meet  the  objectives  set  forth  in  the  House  Committee  Report,  a 
continuous  flow  of  capital  funds  is  essential  to  the  orderly  development 
of  the  CFC. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  recommendation  in  the 
House  Committee  Report  to  defer  principal  repayments  on  outstand¬ 
ing  loan  contracts  is  not  a  feasible  method  of  providing  for  an  orderly 
flow  of  capital  subscriptions  to  the  CFC.  The  Committee  recommends 
that  beginning  on  July  1,  1970,  that  the  REA  Administrator  grant  up 
to  .a  three-year  deferrnent  on  principal  installments  on  new  REA 
loans — with  the  understanding  that,  such  deferred  installments  on 
principal  will  be  invested  by  borrowers  in  the  CFC. 
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Such  regular  investments  in  CFC  when  continued  for  several  years 
and  coupled  with  the  open  market  sale  of  debentures,  should  then  en¬ 
able  the  REA  Administrator  and  the  CFC  to  make  an  orderly  transi¬ 
tion  from  complete  reliance  upon  government  financing  to  a  greater 
reliance  upon  the  sale  of  CFC  debentures,  except  for  the  financing  of 
systems  where  the  input  of  2  percent  government  loans  may  be  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  maintenance  of  adequate  electrical  service  at  reasonable 
rates  in  low  density  population  areas. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  TELEPHONE  LOANS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $123,300,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  123,800,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _ _ _  123,800,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  ( obligational )  authority _  138,  800,  000 


New  loan  authorization  of  $138,800,000  is  recommended  for  the  Tele¬ 
phone  Program  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  $15,000,000  over  the 
budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill,  and  $15,500,000  over  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  carried  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  1970.  Here  again,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  has  attempted  to  provide  a  small  additional  authorization  to 
meet  the  more  pressing  needs  of  the  huge  backlog  of  telephone  loan 
applications.  The  additional  authorization  recommended  herein  there 
will  provide  a  program  level  of  $140,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
instead  of  $125,000,000  as  proposed  in  the  budget  and  the  House  bill. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _  $13,429,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  14,623,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  14,613,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligation)  authority _  14,896,000 


An  appropriation  of  $14,896,000  is  recommended  for  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  agency  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $1,467,000  over  the  1970  Appropriation  Act,  $273,000  over 
)  the  budget  estimate,  and  $283,000  over  the  House  bill.  In  addition  to 
mandatory  pay  costs,  the  estimate  for  1971  included  an  increase  of 
$71,000  for  conversion  of  electric  accounting  machine  data  equipment 
to  more  modern  computer-based  operation.  This  amount  and  the 
amount  of  the  pay  cost  was  approved  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $283,000  over  the  budget 
estimate  to  enable  the  agency  to  provide  essential  services  without  fur¬ 
ther  decrease  in  manpower  as  would  be  required  for  cost  absorptions 
in  the  proposed  budget.  The  retention  of  19  man-years  of  employment 
should  enable  the  agency  to  provide  essential  program  services  in  its 
regular  loan-making  and  servicing  operations,  and  to  provide  staff 
assistance  in  cooperating  with  the  CFC,  which  is  expected  to  begin 
operations  during  fiscal  1971. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  was  established  November  1, 
1946,  pursuant  to  tire  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1946. 
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The  agency  conducts  a  number  of  loan  and  grant  programs  author¬ 
ized  by  various  amendments  to  basic  legislation. 


DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 


Items 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authoroity 
enacted 
to  date, 
fiscal  year 
1970 

Budget 
estimates 
of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 
fiscal  year 
1971 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority  rec¬ 
ommended 
in  House  ibll 

Senate 

committee 

recom¬ 

mendation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Direct  loan  account: 

Real  estate  loans _ 

_  ($83,  000, 000) 

($45, 500,  000) 
(275,  000,  000) 
(6.  400.  000) 

($83,  000,  000) 
(27b,  000,  000) 
(8. 700.  000) 

($83,  000,  000) 
(275,  000, 000) 
(8. 700,  000) 

Operating  loans . . . . 

Soil  conservation  loans . . 

_  (27b,  000,  000) 

_  (8. 700. 000) 

Total,  direct  loan  account _ 

_  (366, 700,  000) 

(326, 900,  000) 

(366, 700, 000) 

(366, 700,  000) 

The  direct  loan  account  was  established  pursuant  to  the  Consoli¬ 
dated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961.  In  addition,  collec¬ 
tions  on  principal  and  interest  on  outstanding  loans  are  deposited 
in  the  direct  loan  account  and  are  available  for  principal  and  interest 
payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  The 
funds  in  this  account  are  available  for  making  loans  for  farm  owner¬ 
ship,  for  soil  and  water  conservation  facilities  and  systems,  and  for 
farm  operating  purposes. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $366,700,000  of  authoriza¬ 
tion  from  the  Direct  Loan  Account  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
is  the  amount  provided  last  year  and  the  amount  carried  in  the  House 
bill  and  $37,500,000  over  the  budget  estimate  for  1971. 

For  real  estate  loans,  the  amount  recommended  is  $83,000,000  of 
which  $78,000,000  is  for  soil  and  water  loans.  The  budget  had  pro¬ 
posed  to  decrease  soil  and  water  loans  from  $78,000,000  to  $40,000,000, 
but  this  was  denied  by  the  House  and  the  recommendations  of  this 
committee.  It  is  believed  that  due  to  the  great  demand  for  soil  and 
water  loans  that  the  full  amount  provided  a  year  ago  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  For  farm  operating  loans,  $275,- 
000,000  is  provided  as  recommended  in  the  budget,  carried  in  the 
House  bill,  and  provided  for  fiscal  1970.  For  soil  conservation  loans 
for  watershed  and  resources  conservation  and  development  projects, 
the  committee  recommends  $8,700,000  as  provided  by  the  House  and 
the  amount  carried  last  year  in  the  Appropriation  Act.  The  budget 
proposed  to  reduce  this  limitation  to  $6,400,000  but  the  committee 
has  concurred  in  the  action  of  the  House.  If  the  additional  limita¬ 
tion  for  this  purpose  is  not  needed,  it  should  not  be  used  in  the  coming 
year. 

RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FUND 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $30,000,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  19^  00(4  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  30,000,000 

Committee  recommendation— New  (obligational)  authority _  19,000,  000 


The  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1969  (Public  Law 
91-152)  merged  the  Rural  Housing  Direct  Loan  Account  into  the 
Rural  Housing  Insurance  Fund.  The  Committee  recommends  direct 
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loans  in  the  amount  of  $19,000,000  ,for  the  coming  year  as  proposed 
in  the  budget  instead  of  $30,000,000  as  recommended  by  the  House 
and  provided  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  1970.  The  Committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  insured  program  for  rural  housing  will  be  adequate 
for  the  coming  year  and  that  the  $19,000,000  for  direct  loans  recom¬ 
mended  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs  in  those  situations  where 
housing  cannot  be  provided  under  insured  loans. 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  INTEREST 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $334,000  as  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget  and  approved  by  the  House  for  reimbursement 
for  interest.  For  the  difference  in  the  fiscal  1969  on  the  rate  of  notes 
sold  and  the  rate  of  notes  made  in  succeeding  years  if  needed,  an  appro¬ 
priation  will  be  made  for  this  purpose.  The  appropriation  for  such 
purposes  is  provided  as  follows : 

Section  521(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
authorizes  reimbursement  to  the  Kural  Housing  Insurance 
Fund  by  annual  appropriation  the  amounts  by  which  interest 
payments,  made  from  the  fund  during  each  fiscal  year,  to 
investors  in  insured  loans  exceed  the  interest  due  from  bor¬ 
rowers.  The  amount  requested  represents  the  actual  payments 
made  to  investors  in  January  of  1969  for  those  loans  insured 
between  August  1,  1968,  (enactment  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1968)  and  January  1,  1969. 
Amounts  paid  in  January  1970  will  be  requested  in  the  1972 
Budget  in  order  to  be  reimbursed  for  the  actual  expenditures. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $46,000,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  24,000,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority -  100,000,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  60,000,000 


Section  306  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  89-240,  approved  October  7, 1965, 
provides  an  appropriation  authority  for  grants  for  the  preparation 
of  comprehensive  plans  for  the  development  of  water  or  sewer  systems. 
Grants  made  under  this  authority  may  not  exceed  $15  million  in  any  1 
fiscal  year. 

An  appropriation  of  $60,000,000  is  recommended  for  rural  water  and 
waste  disposal  grants.  This  is  $40,000,000  under  the  amount  carried  in 
the  House  bill,  an  increase  of  $36,000,000  above  the  1971  estimate,  and 
$14,000,000  above  the  amount  appropriated  for  1970. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $2,500,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority -  2,500,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,500,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,500,000 


Financial  assistance  needed  to  provide  low-rent  housing  and  related 
facilities  for  domestic  farm  labor  was  authorized  by  section  516  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
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The  grants  provided  stimulate  the  construction  of  farm  labor  hous¬ 
ing  to  meet  the  needs  of  farm  laborers  who  can  afford  to  pay  rents 
during  the  limited  time  that  the  housing  is  occupied  in  the  production 
of  seasonal  crops.  Income  from  such  housing,  which  is  only  occupied 
sporadically,  is  insufficient  to  amortize  the  full  cost  of  construction 
plus  maintenance.  Therefore,  grants  are  necessary  to  assist  in  the 
financing  of  housing  costs. 

The  Committee  recommends  $2,500,000  for  this  program  activity. 
This  is  the  budget  estimate  and  the  same  amount  recommended  by  the 
House. 

The  amount  recommended,  combined  with  the  estimated  balances 
brought  forward  from  fiscal  1970,  will  provide  a  total  of  $3,761,450  in 
available  funds  for  fiscal  1971. 


MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 

1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $2,125,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,250,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  2,125,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  775,000 

This  grant  program  was  authorized  by  Public  Law  90-448,  approved 
August  1,  1968.  Grants  are  made  to  local  organizations  to  promote 
mutual  or  self-help  housing  programs.  They  will  be  used  to  pay  the 
cost  of  construction  supervisors  who  will  work  with  families  to  guide 
them  in  the  construction  of  their  homes.  Under  self-help  housing, 
usually  from  six  to  ten  families  work  together,  and  through  this 
mutual  exchange  of  labor  save  from  20  to  25  percent  of  the  cost  of 
their  homes.  Some  funds  also  will  be  used  for  administrative  expenses 
of  the  organizations  providing  the  self-help  assistance. 

An  appropriation  of  $775,000  is  recommended  for  mutual  and 
self-help  housing.  This  amount  is  $475,000  below  the  estimate  and 
$1,350,000  below  the  amount  recommended  by  the  House. 

The  Department  now  estimates  that  the  carryover  from  fiscal  1970 
into  1971  for  this  program  will  total  $1,925,000.  This  amount,  together 
with  an  appropriation  of  $775,000,  will  make  $2,700,000  available  for 
fiscal  1971. 


SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $1,000,000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  600,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  1,000,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  ( obligational )  authority _  400,000 

This  establishment  of  this  Fund  was  authorized  by  Public  Law  90- 
448,  approved  August  1,  1968.  It  is  a  revolving  fund  for  making  loans 
to  public  or  private  nonprofit  organizations  for  the  acquisition  and 
development  of  land  as  building  sites  to  be  subdivided  and  sold  to 
eligible  families,  nonprofit  organizations  and  cooperatives.  Loans  are 
made  for  a  maximum  of  two  years  at  three  percent  interest.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  indebtedness  of  any  organization  is  limited  to  $100,000. . 

Loans  may  be  made  to  qualified  applicants  for  the  purchase  and 
development  of  adequate  sites,  including  the  construction  of  essential 
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access  roads,  streets,  utility  lines,  and  necessary  equipment  which  be¬ 
comes  a  permanent  part  of  the  development.  If  public  water  and  sewer 
facilities  are  not  available  and  cannot  reasonably  be  provided  on  a 
community  basis,  funds  may  be  included  for  this  purpose. 

The  housing  must  be  built  by  the  self-help  method  (i.e.,  by  the  bor¬ 
rowers  themselves  rather  than  by  commercial  builders).  Loans  may 
include  funds  to  provide  for  needed  landscaping,  planting,  seeding  or 
sodding  or  other  necessary  facilities  related  to  buildings  such  as  walks, 
parking  areas,  and  driveways.  Generally,  a  loan  will  not  be  made  for 
the  development  of  less  than  ten  units,  but  they  need  not  be  contiguous. 

An  appropriation  of  $400,000  is  recommended  for  the  self-help  hous¬ 
ing  land  development  fund.  The  appropriation  recommended  is 
$600,000  below  the  House  bill,  and  $200,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 
The  unobligated  balance  currently  estimated  by  the  Department  to  be 
carried  forward  is  approximately  $1,400,000.  This  amount  combined 
with  the  recommended  appropriation  of  $400,000  will  provide  $1,800,- 
000  for  this  program  for  fiscal  1971. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


New 

Budget 

New 

budget  (ob- 

estimates  of 

budget  (ob- 

ligational) 

new  (ob- 

ligational) 

authority 

ligational) 

authority 

Senate 

enacted  to 

authority, 

recom- 

committee 

date,  fiscal 

fiscal  year 

mended  in 

recom- 

items 

year  1970 

1971 

House  bill 

mendation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(6) 

Direct  appropriations _ 

66, 250, 000 

85,091,000 

81, 150, 000 

84, 250, 000 

Transfer  from  agricultural  credit  insurance  fund  -  _ 

(*,  m,  ooo) 

(2, 250, 000 ) 

(S,  250, 000) 

(2, 250, 000) 

Miscellaneous  transfer. . . . . . 

(500,000) 

(500,000) 

(500,000) 

(500,000) 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses..  ..  _  . 

(69, 000, 000) 

(87, 841, 000) 

(84, 900, 000) 

(87, 000, 000) 

The  total  appropriation,  including  transfers,  recommended  for  1971 
is  $87,000,000.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $18,000,000  above  the 
1970  appropriation,  $841,000  under  the  estimate,  and  $2,100,000  above 
the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  has  stricken  the  language  inserted  by  the  House  which 
would  limit  to  $250,000  the  funds  which  would  be  used  to  administer 
the  recently  authorized  program  which  provides  for  loans  to  Indian 
Tribes.  Since  this  is  a  new  program,  administrative  costs  are  difficult 
to  estimate  at  this  time,  and  such  a  limitation  could  have  the  effect  of 
curtailing  the  program. 

The  Committee  directs  the  Administrator  to  establish  a  State  FHA 
office  in  Vermont.  The  servicing  of  loan  applications  through  the  Re¬ 
gional  Office  at  Orono,  Maine,  has  proved  to  be  entirely  unsatisfactory, 
and  in  some  cases  delays  up  to  6  weeks  have  been  encountered  by 
farmers  seeking  emergency  assistance.  The  loan  volume  has  increased 
to  warrant  the  establishment  of  a  regular  State  Office  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  expects  that  this  will  be  done  at  an  early  date. 
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TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 


FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 


Salaries  and  expenses 

Appropriation  Premium  income 

Totals 

1970  new  obligational  (budget)  authority  (to  date) _ 

1971  estimate _ _ _ 

House  bill,  1971 . . . 

Senate  committee  recommendation _ _ _ 

_  $12, 000, 000 

12,  000,  000 

_  12,  000,  000 

_  12, 000, 000 

$1,648, 000 

2, 335,  000 

2,  335, 000 

2,  335,  000 

$13,648,000 
14, 335,  000 
14,  335,  000 
14, 335,  000 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly-owned  Gov¬ 
ernment  Corporation  created  February  16,  1938,  (7  U.S.C.  1501)  to 
carry  out  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is 
to  promote  the  national  welfare  by  improving  the  economic  stability 
of  agriculture  through  a  sound  system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing 
the  means  for  research  and  experience  helpful  in  devising  and 
establishing  such  insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporation 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards, 
such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood, 
wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers 
for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming 
practices. 

A  direct  appropriation  of  $12,000,000  and  a  transfer  of  premium 
income  of  $2,335,000,  for  a  total  of  $14,335,000  recommended  for  fiscal 
1971.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  carried 
in  the  House  bill.  The  increase  of  $687,000  over  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  a  year  ago  is  for  pay  costs. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ *$5,  215,  934,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,363,155,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,113,155,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  3,363,155,000 


1  Includes  1,017,697,000  appropriated  for  liquidation  of  contract  authority. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock 
of  $100  million  held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow 
up  to  $14.5  billion. 

Funds  are  borrowed  from  Treasury  and  may  also  be  borrowed  from 
private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guarantees,  the 
Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrowing  authority 
to  purchase  at  any  time  all  borrowings  from  private  sources.  All 
bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  as 
required  by  the  Act  of  March  8,  1938  (15  U.S.C.  7l3a-4). 

Under  Public  Law  87-155  (15  U.S.C.  713a  11,  12),  annual  ap¬ 
propriations  are  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year,  commencing  with 
the  fiscal  year  1961.  These  appropriations  are  to  reimburse  the  Cor¬ 
poration  for  net  realized  losses  incurred  as  reflected  in  its  accounts  and 
shown  in  its  reports  of  financial  condition. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,363,155,000  to 
reimburse  the  capital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  the  balance  of  the  loss  incurred  in  fiscal  year  1968  in  the 
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amount  of  $249,998,669,  and  the  full  loss  incurred  in  fiscal  1969 
amounting  to  $3,113,156,169. 

The  amount  recommended  is  $1,852,779,000  below  the  1970  appro¬ 
priation;  $250,000,000  above  the  House  amount,  and  the  amount  of 
the  budget  estimate.  This  will  reimburse  the  Corporation  for  all  actual 
losses  through  June  30, 1969,  and  provide  an  estimated  balance  of  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  at  the  end  of  1971  of  $2,143  million. 

The  appropriation  recommended  fully  restores  the  unreimbursed 
losses  of  the  Corporation  as  intended  by  Public  Law  87-155.  If  the 
committee  is  able  to  sustain  its  recommendations  in  conference  with 
the  House,  this  will  represent  the  first  time  in  several  years  that  the 
financial  structure  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  been 
placed  on  a  current  basis  as  provided  by  law.  It  is  hoped  that  the  future 
budgets  and  appropriations  for  this  item  will  be  maintained  on  a  cur¬ 
rent  basis  as  recommended  by  the  committee  in  the  accompanying  bill. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATION  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _ $32,  000,  000 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  36,500,000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority - - -  36,500,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority -  36,500,000 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
their  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabilizing, 
supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the 
maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  commodities; 
and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation  also 
makes  available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with 
the  production  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million 
held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion. 
Funds  are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guar¬ 
antees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrowing 
\  authority  to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations  evi- 
-  dencing  loans  made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest 
issued  in  connection  with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the 
Corporation  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  8, 1938  (15  U.S.C.  713a-4) . 

An  administrative  expense  limitation  of  $36,500,000  is  recommended 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  This  is  the  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate,  the  same  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill;  and 
$4,106,000  over  the  adjusted  limitation  for  fiscal  1970. 

These  increases  reflect  an  enlarged  transfer  to  the  Export  Market¬ 
ing  Service  of  $276,000,  which  will  make  a  total  transfer  of  $3,719,000 
available  to  finance  their  functions  during  1971,  and  an  increased 
transfer  to  Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  in  the  amount  of  $3,821,000. 

The  committee  expects  that  in  the  preparation  of  the  budget  for 
fiscal  1972  the  financing  of  the  Export  Marketing  Service,  which  here¬ 
tofore  has  been  carried  as  a  part  of  the  “Limitation  on  Administrative 
Expenses,”  will  be  submitted  in  the  budget  for  a  direct  appropriation. 
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Public  Law  480 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS  AND  SPECIAL  EXPORT  PROGRAMS 

The  facilities  and  the  funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
are  authorized  to  be  used  for  the  costs  of  carrying  out  programs  under 
the  authorization  of  Public  Law  480  and  a  number  of  other  programs. 
Appropriations  are  made  to  enable  the  Corporation  to  meet  estimated 
costs  and  whenever  the  appropriations  are  less  than  costs  during  the 
fiscal  year,  the  Corporation  funds  are  temporarily  used  to  bear  such 
costs  until  subsequent  appropriations  are  made. 


Titles 

1970  new  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 

1971  estimates 
new  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 

House  bill, 
1971 

Senate 
Committee, 
197  f 

Title  1 :  Sales  of  agricultural  commodities. . . 
Title  II:  Donations  abroad.. _ _ 

...  $420,000,000 

500,000,000 

$526, 100,  000 
406, 400,  000 

$411,  100,  000 
291, 400, 000 

$411, 100,  000 
291,400,  000 

Total,  Public  Law  480 _ 

920,000,000 

932,  500,  000 

702,  500,  000 

702,  500,  000 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  appropriation  of  $702,500,000 
for  financing  the  expenses  of  Titles  I  and  II  of  Public  Law  480,  as 
amended,  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

This  is  $230,000,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  the  amount  approved 
in  the  House  bill,  and  $217,500,000  under  the  1970  Appropriation  Act. 

The  existing  authorization  for  Public  Law  480  expires  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1970.  The  Committee  strongly  supports  the  continuation  of 
programs  authorized,  but,  due  to  the  press  of  business  in  the  Senate, 
the  extension  of  the  Authorization  Act  has  been  delayed  up  to  this 
time.  When  a  new  authorization  for  Public  Law  480  is  enacted,  the 
Committee  recommends  that  if  supplemental  funding  is  needed  for  the 
balance  of  fiscal  1971  that  such  supplemental  estimates  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee,  either  in  the  clean-up  supplemental  bill 
at  this  session  of  Congress  or  early  next  year.  The  action  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  no  way  limits  the  effectiveness  of  the  program  since  under 
basic  law  the  Department  is  authorized  to  use  CCC  funds  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  understanding  that  such  expenditures  will 
be  reimbursed  later  by  appropriations  under  this  heading. 

BARTERED  MATERIAL  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 

Under  Title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  the  Corporation  is 
authorized  to  transfer  strategic  and  other  materials  to  the  supplemen¬ 
tal  stockpile.  The  materials  acquired  under  this  program  are  from  bar¬ 
ter  and  exchange  of  farm  products.  The  program  does  not  contain 
materials  acquired  from  the  national  stockpile  and  for  other  purposes. 


1970  new  budget  (obligational) _ $1,250,000 

1971  budget  estimates  of  new  (obligational)  authority _  25,  000 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  25,000 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  25,000 
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An  appropriation  of  $25,000  is  recommended  for  bartered  material 
for  supplemental  stockpile.  This  amount  is  the  budget  estimate;  the 
amount  carried  in  the  House  bill ;  and  $1,225,000  below  the  1970  ap¬ 
propriation.  This  will  liquidate  all  outstanding  contracts  made  under 
this  program. 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


1970  new  budget  (obligational)  authority _  ($3,839,000) 

1971  budget  estimate — New  (obligational)  authority _  (4,226,000) 

House  bill — New  (obligational)  authority _  (4,054,000) 

Committee  recommendation — New  (obligational)  authority _  (4,226,000) 


The  Administration  supervises,  examines  and  provides  facilities  and 
services  to  a  coordinated  system  of  Farm  Credit  banks  and  associa¬ 
tions  making  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives.  A  fundamental 
principle  of  supervision  is  the  encouragement  and  development  of 
agricultural  cooperative  agencies,  rendering  constructive  credit  service 
to  farmers  at  minimum  cost  and  with  complete  farmer  ownership  an 
ultimate  objective  of  the  agencies  supervised.  Services  and  facilities 
furnished  by  the  Administration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  banks 
and  associations  under  its  supervision  and  their  progress  toward 
farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are :  custody  of  collateral  for  bonds 
and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  investments,  credit  analysis, 
development  of  land  appraisal  standards  and  policies,  preparation  of 
reports  arid  budgets,  and  preparation  and  distribution  of  information 
on  farhrcredit.’All  expenses  of  these  activities  are  paid  by  assessments 
collected  from  the  banks  and  associations  of  the  Farm  Credit  System. 

Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has  been  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board 
(12  U.S.C.  636b).  The  Administration,  originally  created  by  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  No.  6084  on  May  27,  1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

For  “Limitation  on  Administrative  Expenses”  $4,226,000  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  expenses  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  in  the  limitation  of  $387,000 
over  fiscal  1970  and  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $172,000  over  the  House  bill.  The  increase  of  $172,000  is  to 
cover  1970  pay  costs  which  were  absorbed,  for  personnel  compensa¬ 
tion  and  related  benefits,  and  for  travel  and  other  related  expenses. 
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Note.-Amounts  are  as  estimated  and  shown  in  the  February  1970  budget  document.  Being  indefinite,  the  amounts  are  thus  subject  to  later  reestimation. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OP  NEW  BUDGET  ( OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970  AND  THE  BUDGET 

ESTIMATES  FOR  1971 

PERMANENT  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY — FEDERAL  FUNDS 

[Becomes  available  automatically  under  earlier,  or  "permanent,”  law  without  further,  or  annual,  action  by  the  Congress.  Thus,  these  amounts  are  not  included  in  the 

accompanying  bill] 
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1  Includes  transfers  to  other  appropriation  items  as  shown  in  later  tables. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGAT IONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970  AND  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

AND'  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  BILL  FOR  1971 

[Note. — All  amounts  are  In  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 
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9  1st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  99 1 

H.  R.  17923 

[Report  No.  91-987] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10,1970 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

June  29, 1970 

Reported  by  Mr.  Holland,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  bg  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 

II 

^r(Star  Print) 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  researcli 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only :  Provided  further, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to 
7  U.S.C.  2250,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except 
headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $25,- 
000,  except  for  six  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  which¬ 
ever  is  greater:  Provided  further ,  That  the  limitations  on 
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alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of 
$100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland:  Provided 
further,  That  the  limitations  on  construction  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $350,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  to  a  post-mortem  and  incinerator  facility  for  animal 
disease  and  parasite  research: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100  ;  $146,143,200  $157,346,- 
200,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation^-  except  that  $]  ,000,000  of 

i  1  w>  -tyuv-i  A’/AI  n  />»  Olenin  \4  v_'  ]  j  ■»  >  1  1  ]  w  i  i  \  V  U  I  1  it  1  h  1  i  >  |‘i  n*  1  >  >  u  i i  <1 1 1 1  W  >‘  \  \  '  1  t  1  > 

T7 1 1  v  *  11/1  lip  1 1 P  <  i 1 11*7 1 1 1 1 1  is  1 1 « l  It  f  /  v  tT  V  1 1 1 1  c  l  '  /  1  v  J  \  '  1  1 1  17 11  v  1 1 1  1 1  ^  \Y  1  l  1 1 

funds  utilised  for  research  under  puhlie  law  KO-hOfh  and  of 
which  $4d)90y000  $3,760,000  shall  remain  available  until 
expended  for  plans,  construction,  and  improvement  of  facili¬ 
ties  without  regard  to  limitations  contained  herein:  Provided , 
That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to 
replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of 
April  24,  1948  (21  TLS.C.  113a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  he  used  to 
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formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  more  than 
$ 15, 000, 000  for  research  to  he  financed  by  transfer  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
he  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  less 
than  the  amount  required  to  conduct  the  pesticides  research 
program  as  authorized  pursuant  to  Public  Lairs  88-578  and 
89-316; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and 
eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  ac¬ 
tivities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
1114b-c) ,  $9-8,619,750  $ 99,369,750 ,  of  which  8^000,000 
$ 1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of 
outbreaks  of  insects,  plant  diseases  and  animal  diseases  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions:  Provided, 
That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a 
brucellosis  eradication  program  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that 
does  not  require  minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least 
40  per  centum:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emer¬ 
gencies  which  threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of 
the  country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropria- 
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tions  or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the 
Department  such  sums  as  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be 
available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradica¬ 
tion  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleu¬ 
ropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of 
animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poul¬ 
try,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February 
28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year 
shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred  amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subpro¬ 
fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 
000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 
previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise 
available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by 
the  United  States  for  market  development  research  author¬ 
ized  by  section  104  (b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
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research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704  (b) 
(1),  (3))  ,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended : 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments 
in  the  foregoing  currencies :  Provided  further,  That  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  he  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  for¬ 
eign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  as  amended  by  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  $-58-r390,000  $61,390,- 
000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  Au¬ 
gust  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administra¬ 
tion  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture; 
$1,012,000  $4,412,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
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research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10,  1962  (16 
U.S.O.  582a— 582a-7) ,  fg^QOyOQO  $ 3,350,000 ,  in  addition 
to  funds  otherwise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for  scien¬ 
tific  research  under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C. 
450i) ,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  be  for  the  special  cotton 
research  program  and  $400,000  for  soybean  research;  $160,- 
000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations 
under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and 
$514,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$50,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  in  all,  $65,- 
0-76,000  $69,826,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3  (b) 
and  3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $89,321,000;  payments  for  the  nutri¬ 
tion  education  program  for  low-income  areas  under  section 
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3  (d)  of  the  Act,  $48,560,000;  payments  for  rural  develop¬ 
ment  work  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act  $10,400,000 ;  pay¬ 
ments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204(b)- 
205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623-1624) ,  $1,450,000;  and  payments  for  extension  work 
under  section  109  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Edu¬ 
cation  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7 
U.S.C.  329) ,  $700,000;  in  all,  $440,031,000  $150,431,000 : 
Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to 
any  State  or  Puerto  Pico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum 
from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  employees’  compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  ( 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $1-3,515,000  $ 12,932,600 . 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,617,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5, 

1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
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1627),  and  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C. 
329),  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership 
for  the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several 
States  and  insular  possessions,  $4,188,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $4^49^000  $1,684,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  for  soil 
and  water  management  as  may  he  necessary  to  prevent 
floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs  and  to  control  agricul¬ 
tural  related  pollutants)  ;  operation  of  conservation  plant 
materials  centers;  classification  and  mapping  of  soil;  dis¬ 
semination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration 
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of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance  of 
aircraft,  $428,-A57h400  $128,457,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  for 
the  previous  fiscal  year  under  this  hea d --Provided,-  That 
Public  Law  40y  Eighty  fourth  fAmgressj  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  -Agriculture  and  E-arm  Credit 
Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jmre  3-ttr  44totk  and 
for  other  purposes,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the 
ring  the  last  proviso  in  the  section  entitled  A 


-Prevention  -  substituting  a 


and  adding  the  following-- 


--and  where  the  Army  does  have  jurisdiction  and 

Iv  1 1  iItt  TV  >  O  TT  Oil  toy  111  C  A  9  OM’OOin  Oil  Cc*  Tlrl  ell  flip  \  1*111  AT  f~A  £i£UUUZ 
I  lilt y  U1  Itv  T  1 1 1  lv7  ttgl  C  “Hxt  TITk5  Iv  1 1 II  tl It J  7TTTTTT  17v7  tJMx  r  V 

ai 1 1  i ai ii f  1  \r  fji a  in a o <2 n i*o t?  1 1 AVfvf/i (Viva  c? of-  ah h  on il  in  o von v\tI i avo 

Ull  li  I  v'l  1  i II  \  TTTu  i  llvtloUl  L'u  1 1  v."  1  v  IU1 U 1 1"  ijL  t  U  ll  t  Ml  ILL  111  M 1  Lltu  vYrrUru 

the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  purchase  land  rights  for  struc¬ 
tural  measurosj  the  Secretary  in  hen  of  such  aefpnsitiorp  may 


AAA  I 

ItJvJtll 


the  cost  of  land  rights 


Secretary  deems  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  national 
mterestr” :  Provided  f  urther ,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of 
the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system 
and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with 
the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with 
land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 
$2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  construced  at  a 
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cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per 
building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other 
existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per 
building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  build¬ 
ing  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local 
engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

EIVEE  BASIN  STJEVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investiga¬ 
tions  and  surveys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  water¬ 
ways,  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954, 
as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1006),  to  remain  available  until 
expended;  $9,043,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 


12 


1  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the 

2  Department  for  river  basin  survey  purposes :  Provided,  That 

3  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 

4  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 

5  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 

6  $60,000  shall  he  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 

7  3109. 

8  WATERSHED  PLANNING 

3  For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga- 
16  tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro- 

11  tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 

12  1001-1008),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6j6-98,  ■ 

13  000  $ 5,434,000 ,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 

14  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head: 

15  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field 

16  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
11  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
18  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
16  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

26  WATERSHED  WORKS  OF  IMPROVEMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  meas- 

22  ures,  including,  but  not  limited  to  research,  engineering 

23  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegeta- 

24  tion,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 

25  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved 
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August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16 
U.S.O.  590  a-f) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$74,278,000  $76,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection  pur¬ 
poses:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he  available 
for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.O.  3109:  Provided  further,  That 
$5,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until 
expended  for  loans. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.O.  701-709, 
16  U.S.O.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.O.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.O.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
$21,037,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
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balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided, 
That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  accoimt  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  loans. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
$45,355,-000  $16,355,000,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011 ;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $F3v876, 
000  $14,676,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  $3,300,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct 
loan  account  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be 
available  for  loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1922-1929),  and  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the 
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Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1011(e)),  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided 
further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  held 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 
(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not 
to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109. 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 
agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  popu¬ 
lation,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources  in  agri¬ 
culture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and  farm 
finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm 
products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  prospects 
for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  development 
and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly  and  analy¬ 
sis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of  interna- 
tional  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies  as  they 
affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm  products; 
$447592,006  $1 6,228,000:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than 
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$350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a 
special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and 
consumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
$145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  in¬ 
cluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 
and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  $17,716,800  $17,874,800:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop:  Provided 
further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 


1 

2 

o 

o 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


17 


of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to 
exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  payments  to  States;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $149,247,000— of  which  $4r4 
shall  ho  placed  m  reserve  to  he  released  only  when  rt 
to  carry  out  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  law  (7 
U.S.C.  2250)  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but,  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of 
altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
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activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623(b)),  $-1-, 600^600  $1,- 
750,000. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  only  for  commodity 
program  expenses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related 
operating  expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Act  of  August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $3,084,000  for  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961; 
and  (4)  in  addition  to  other  amounts  provided  in  this  Act, 
not  more  than  $186,058,000  (including  not  to  exceed  $2,- 
000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses)  for  (a)  child 
feeding  programs  and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by 
law  in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act, 
as  amended;  and  (b)  additional  direct  distribution  or  other 
programs,  without  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under  the 
food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct  distribution,  to 
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provide,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  per¬ 
manent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other  needy  chil¬ 
dren  and  low-income  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own, 
from  general  and  continued  hunger  resulting  from  insufficient 
food. 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Special  Milk  Program,  as  authorized  by  section  3  of 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1772) ,  $104,- 
000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized  by  law 
for  fiscal  year  1971. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1761)  and  the  applicable  provisions  other  than  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1773-1785) ,  $£64,128,000  $ 250, 428, 000 ,  of  which 
$174,033,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  funds  avail¬ 
able  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7 
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U.S.C.  612c)  :  Provided,  That  of  the  foregoing  total  amount 
there  shall  he  available  $48,347,000  for  special  assistance 
to  needy  schools,  $12,000,000  for  the  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram,  $-4-7-500,000  S 12,500,000  for  the  nonfood  assistance 
program,  $750,000  for  State  administrative  expenses,  and 
$12,000,000  for  special  food  service  programs  for  children 
to  remain  available  until  September  30  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropri¬ 
ation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  an  additional  $64,325,000  shall  be  transferred  to 
this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  TT.S.C.  612c) ,  for  purchase 
and  distribution  of  agricultural  comodities  and  other  foods 
pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended:  Provided,  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  F.S.C.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  TT.S.C.  3109. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program 
pursuant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended, 
$1,250,000,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized 
by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 
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Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766) ,  $24j023,000  $24,773,000 :  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further, 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this 
appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1— 17b ) ,  $2,552,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

r* 

i 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

90 

23 

24 

25 


22 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 


Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses 
to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  16  (d) ,  16  (e) , 
16  (f) ,  16  (i) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q)  ;  sub¬ 
titles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837, 
1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  fl^jOOOjOOO  $150,000,000: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $68,779,000  may 
be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $30,228,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit 
Coroporation  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further, 
That  other  funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabili¬ 


zation  and  Conservative  Service  for  authorized  activities  may 


be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1 )  to  influence  the  vote  in 
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any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation, 
except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries 
or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community 
committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for 
engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  super¬ 
visory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in 
administrative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1011-1161), 
$83,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  section  7  to  15,  16  (a)  and  17  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590o,  590p  (a) , 
and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  the  prepa¬ 
ration  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $185,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with 
the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  bead  in  the  Department  of 
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Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1969 
and  1970,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1968,  to 
December  31,  1970,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
coimty  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That 
no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  he 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III) , 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United 
States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1971  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices, 
including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices  and  pollution 
abatement  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  -Sl-JSyhOOyOOO  $ 190,000,000 ,  ex¬ 
cluding  administration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to 
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exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the 
recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of 
the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating; 
and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  hv  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and 
other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made 
available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency 
for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program,  $2,500,- 
000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the 
purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Depart¬ 
ment,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment 
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of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  lias  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838),  $77,800,000. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 
For  necessary  expenses  involved  in  making  payments 
to  dairy  farmers  who  have  been  directed  to  remove  their  milk 
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from  commercial  markets  because  it  contained  residues  of 
chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  bg  the  Federal 
Government,  $ 500,000 :  Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  pay¬ 
ments  to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial 
markets  as  a  result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures 
prescribed  by  the  Federal  G overnment. 

Rural  Oom-m-uxi¥¥  Rh-vrlopmext  Service 


SALARIES  Mfi  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses,  net  otherwise  provided  fer^  of 
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Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $45^47^000  $ 12,412,000 ,  and  in 
addition,  not  less  than  $ 3,434,000  shall  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  appropriation,  “Food  Stamp  Program"  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation. 
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Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Pack¬ 
ers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.O.  3109,  $075687650  $3 ,748 ,000 . 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $5,657,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $2,256,000,  of  which 
total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $612,000  may  be  used 
for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available 
to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks 
furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates 
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in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two 
hundred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the 
Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44 
U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $3,611,750  $3,914,750 :  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
f  arther,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  pur¬ 
suant  to  7  U.S.C.  2250  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  build¬ 
ings  and  improvements. 


1 

o 

CJ 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

n 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


30 


Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Man¬ 
agement  Services  to  provide  management  support  services 
to  selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  $-37-384,-090  $3,459,000. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessaiy  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscel¬ 
laneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $gf-549790G  $ 6,058,000 : 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  5  U.S.C.  551-558:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall 
be  available  for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses, 
not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary-? 
Provided  further,  -That  net  to  exceed  $269,000  of  funds  con¬ 
tained  in  the  W-orking  Capital  Fund  established  under 


authority  of  4krbbe  Law  7-8-129  may  be  used  to  carry  out 
responsibilities  under  the  Civil  Fights  Act  of  496 1? 
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TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 

follows : 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATION 


Eor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  he  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows :  rural  electrification  program, 
$322,000,000  $352,000,000,  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$138,800,000-.  Provided,  That  an  additional 

available  by  the  -Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  to  tbe  extent  that  snob  amount  is  required  during 
the  current  fi-seal  year  under  tbe  then  existing  eonditions  for 
expeditions  and  orderly  development  of  tbe  rural  ele<4rif  ma¬ 
tron  and  rural  telephone  programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
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$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
$11,6-1-3^000  $ 14,896,000 . 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may 
be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Fanners  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  direct  loan  account  as  follows :  real  estate  loans, 
$83,000,000,  and  operating  loans,  $275,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FUND 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  517  (m)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
$30,000,060  $ 19,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in 
the  rural  housing  insurance  fund.  Hereafter,  farmer  appli¬ 
cants  for  direct  or  insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  provide  only  such  collateral  security  as  is  required 
of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  rural  housing  insur¬ 
ance  fund,  as  authorized  by  section  521  (c)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490a  (c)  ) ,  $334,000. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administra- 
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tion  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1926) ,  $40970907- 
000  $60,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LA!  OF 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486) , 
$2,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 
For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.O.  1490c) ,  $2,125,000 
$775,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

SELF-HELP  HOE  SING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 
For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (B)  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.O.  1490c)  and  related 
advances,  $4,000,000  $ 400,000 ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.O.  1921-1991),  as 

amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.O.  1471-1490c,  83  Stat.  399) ,  the  Rural  Rehabili¬ 
tation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.O.  440-444),  and  for  carrying  out  the  re- 
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sponsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sections 
235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (12 
U.S.C.  1715z-1715z-l) ,  and  section  701  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  461),  $81,450,000 
$84,250,000,  together  with  not  more  than  $4,2-50,000 
$2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with  the 
insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  sections  514(1))  ( 3 )  and  5 1 7  ( i )  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amendedr-ef  w-hieh  net  mere  than  $250,000 
shall  be  available  ter  the  administration  ef  -Public  -Law 
91  229:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000 
of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered 
by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpora- 
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tion  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 
contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 
limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $12,000,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,335,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 
realized  losses  sustained  in  prior  years  but  not  previously 
reimbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  7 13a— 12 ) ,  in  the  following  amounts: 
fiscal  year  1968,  $249,998,669;  fiscal  year  1969,  $2t86&,- 
-156r33-l-  $3,113,156,331 ;  in  total,  $3,113,1557009  $3,363,- 
155,000 :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title  I  of  Public 
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Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as  amended  to  any  nation  which 
sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  mate¬ 
rials  or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed 
by  a  Communist  regime. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $36,500,000  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 
Provided,  That  $945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  onty  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program 
of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con¬ 
tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 
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PUBLIC  LAW  4  80 

For  expenses  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  other¬ 
wise  recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs, 
including  interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1701-1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736d),  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1 )  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit 
terms  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $411,100,000;  and 
(2)  commodities  supplied  in  connection  with  dispositions 
abroad,  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $291,400,000. 

BARTERED  MATERIALS  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 

For  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic 
and  other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange 
of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the 
supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  May  28,  195G, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  $25,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  Sd^OteUOQO  $■ 4,226,000  (from  assessments 
collected  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  he  obligated  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses,  in¬ 
cluding  the  hire  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle. 
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TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  six  hun¬ 
dred  and  sixty-two  (662)  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of 
which  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  (456)  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro- 
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priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 
of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 
by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.O.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current 
fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1971”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  9,  1970. 

Attest :  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Action  began  on  HR  17923,  agricultural  appropriations  bill  for 
FY  1971,  adopting  all  committee  amendments  en  bloc  and  accepting  the 
following  amendments: 

Holland  amendments  to  increase  funds  for  the  School  Lunch  and  School 
Breakfast  programs ; 

Smith  of  Ill.  amendment  to  limit  farm  supports  to  $20,000  per  producer; 
Goodell  amendment  increasing  funds  for  FHA  direct  real  estate  loans  in 
smaller  communities; 

Goodell  amendment  increasing  funds  for  FHA  rural  water  and  waste  disposal 
grants  in  smaller  communities;  and 

McGovern  amendment  No.  763.  modified,  increasing  funds  for  the  Food  StamD 
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National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Act  amendments:  Authorized  appropriations 
af  $23  million  for  fiscal  year  1970  and  $40 
llion  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1971  and 
1§52;  broadened  the  definition,  of  “motor 
veliVcle  equipment”  to  include  related  auto- 
moti^e  safety  devices  used  exclusively  to 
safeguard  motor  vehicles  and  passengers,  and 
other  highway  users  from  risk  of  accident, 
Injury  or  death;  provided  that  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  obtain  Information  re¬ 
lating  to  agricultural  tractor  safety  and 
report  finding^,  and  recommendations  there¬ 
on  to  Congress;''and  amended  the  act  in  sev¬ 
eral  other  respects.  Public  Law  91-265. 

Political  broadcasting :  Amends  section  315 
of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended,  to  repeal  the  equal-time  broad¬ 
casting  requirement  relative  to  presidential 
and  vice-presidential  candidates;  limits  the 
charges  for  use  of  broadcasting  stations  by 
candidates  for  public  office  to  no  more  than 
the  station’s  lowest  unit  charge  for  the 
same  amount  of  time;  and  places  a  ceiling 
of  $20,000  on  the  amount  candidates  for 
Federal  elective  office,  or  others  ork their  be¬ 
half,  may  spend  on  electronic  metija  in  a 
general  election.  S.  3637.  P/S  4/15/7^. 

Public  Broadcasting  Financing  Act  of\1970: 
Amends  the  Oommtmicatdons  Act  of  1934  to 
authorize  annual  appropriations  of  su4 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  yea 
1971,  1972  and  1973  for  the  continued  financ-' 
ing  of  the  Corporation  for  Public  Broadcast¬ 
ing,  and  to  direct  the  Federal  Communica¬ 
tions  Commission  to  prescribe  regulations 
for  broadcast  stations  receiving  assistance 
under  Title  II  of  the  Public  Broadcasting 
Act.  S.  3558.  P/S  5/19/70.  H.R.  17982.  H.  Cal. 

Rail  Passenger  Service  Act  of  1970:  Estab¬ 
lishes  a  National  Rail  Passenger  Corporation 
to  provide  for  the  operation  of  passenger 
trains,  to  commence  service  on  March  1,  1971, 
and  authorizes  for  fiscal  year  1971  appropri¬ 
ations  of  $40  million  to  the  corporation,  as 
well  as  guarantee  of  $60  million  in  20-year 
loans  to  the  corporation  to  finance  the  up¬ 
grading  of  roadbeds  and  the  purchase  and  re¬ 
habilitation  of  rolling  stock  and  for  other 
corporate  purposes.  The  bill  also  authorizes 
the  appropriation  of  $75  million  for  loans  or 
loan  guarantees  to  provide  emergency  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  for  railroads  operating  pas¬ 
senger  service.  S.  3706.  P/S  5/6/70. 

Railroad  Safety  Act  and  Hazardous  Mate¬ 
rials  Transportation  Control  Act:  Designed 
to  promote  safety  in  all  areas  of  railroad 
operation,  to  reduce  railroad  related  acci¬ 
dents,  and  to  reduce  death  and  injuries 
persons  and  to  reduce  damage  to  property 
caused  by  accidents  involving  any  carrier 
of  hazardous  materials.  S.  1933.  P/S  l/'19/ 
69.  P/H  amended  6/15/70. 

Shipper’s  recovery  of  a  reasonable  at¬ 
torney's  fee:  Puts  the  shipping  public,  espe¬ 
cially  small  shippers,  householders,  and 
travelers  in  a  more  equal  bargaining  posi¬ 
tion  with  carriers  in  settlement  negotia¬ 
tions  for  recovery  of  cl  am  age  yt  u  s  t  a  i  n  ed  in  the 
transportation  of  property^  by  permitting  a 
successful  plaintiff  to  reaver  his  attorney’s 
fees  if  he  allowed  the /carrier  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  to  settle  the  claim.  S.  1653. 
P/S  1/26/70. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Assistance 
Act:  Provides  a  Bederal  commitment  for  $10 
billion  in  funds/over  a  period  of  12  years  for 
tirban  mass  transportation  programs;  au¬ 
thorizes  the /Secretary  of  Transportation  to 
incur  contractual  obligations  up  to  $3.1  bil¬ 
lion  for  sol  authorized  programs  under  the 
amende/*  1964  act,  restricting  disbursement 
by  limitations  from  a  maximum  of  $80  mil¬ 
lion  jfrior  to  July  1,  1971,  which  is  increased 
by  Specified  limitations  for  subsequent  years 
reaching  a  maximum  of  $1.86  billion  on 
iuly  1,  1975,  and  $3.1  billion  thereafter,  with 
^further  authorization  requests,  and  recom¬ 
mendations  for  adjustment  in  the  schedule 
of  liquidating  appropriations,  to  be  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  Secretary  at  2 -year  intervals 


before  July  1,  1972  through  1982.  Changes  use 
of  the  discretionary  fund  from  $12.5  million 
to  1.5  percent  of  the  aggregate  amount  of 
funds  authorized  to  be  obligated,  except  that 
an  additional  6  percent  may  be  used  if  it 
shall  not  prejudice  or  delay  pending  proj¬ 
ects  of  other  States,  but  in  such  case  no 
State  shall  receive  more  than  25  percent  of 
the  grant  funds  made  available  by  the  ex¬ 
ception,  and  authorizes  a  new  program  of 
1-year  loans  to  States  and  local  public 
bodies,  and  agencies  thereof,  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  real  property  reasonably  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  needed  and  used  for  urban  mass 
transportation  purposes  within  a  reasonable 
period.  S.  3154.  P/S  2/3/70.  H.R.  18185.  H. 
Cal. 

VETERANS 

Definition  of  ‘‘child’’  for  veterans’  bene¬ 
fit  purposes:  Revised  the  definition  of 
“child”  for  veterans’  benefit  purposes  to  rec¬ 
ognize  an  adopted  child  as  a  dependent 
from  the  date  of  issuance  of  an  interlocutory 
decree.  Public  Law  91-262. 

Group  life  insurance:  Increased  from  $10,- 
000  to  $15,000  the  amount  of  servicemen’s 
group  life  insurance  for  members  of  the  uni¬ 
formed  services.  Public  Law  91-291. 

Medical  benefits  for  older  veterans:  Pr </- 
vides  that  a  veteran  who  is  in  receipt  or  a 
Veterans’  Administration  pension  would  no 
longer  be  required  to  sign  under  oath  jystate- 
ment  of  inability  to  defray  the  necessary  ex- 
L  jenses  of  hospital  or  domiciliary  care  in  or- 
to  gain  admission  to  a  VA  hospital  for  a 
no?y-ser vice -connected  disabilitjr  H.R.  693. 
P/ITV6/2/69.  P/S  amended  11/21/69.  House 
agreeckdo  Senate  amendment ywith  an  amend¬ 
ment  5)<4/70. 

Recoupment  of  disabiltfy  severance  pay: 
Liberalize®,  the  conditions  under  which  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  is  required 
to  effect  recoupment/  from  disability  com¬ 
pensation  otherwise/ payable  to  certain  dis¬ 
abled  veterans.  Public  Law  91-241. 

Specialised  rnJadcal  resources:  Provides 
greeater  flexibility  vn  the  Veterans  Admin¬ 
istration  hospftal  and.  medical  care  program 
by  providing/  the  Administrator  with  greater 
administra/ive  discretiorkln  the  appointment 
of  nurses/  in  the  internship  and  residency 
program/  and  in  the  appointment  of  dentists 
of  high  academic  and  research  standing  on 
a  temporary  full-time  or  patt-time  basis. 
H.lgr  9634.  P/H  6/2/69.  P/S  amended  10/  j 
1769.  House  agreed  to  Senate  amendments 
irith  amendments  5/4/70. 

Veterans’  Administration  Regiondi  Office 
in  the  Philippines:  Extends  for  4  yearsvuntil 
July  3,  1974,  the  authority  of  the  Vetkins’ 
Administration  to  operate  and  maintaiX  a 
regional  office  in  the  Philippines.  H.R.  1673 
Public  Law  91-  . 

Veterans’  disability  compensation  increase: 
Increases  the  compensation  payments  to 
totally  disabled  veterans  whose  disability  is 
service  connected  from  $400  to  $450  per 
month;  increases  by  11  percent  the  compen¬ 
sation  payments  to  other  veterans  with  serv¬ 
ice  connected  disabilities;  increases  by  11 
percent  the  allowances  to  dependents  of  dis¬ 
abled  veterans  whose  disability  is  rated  at  50 
percent  or  higher;  establishes  a  presumption 
that  a  disability  suffered  by  a  former  pris¬ 
oner  of  war  from  dietary  deficiencies,  forced 
labor,  or  inhumane  treatment  is  service  con¬ 
nected  if  the  disability  is  related  to  malnu¬ 
trition,  or  if  the  veteran  became  psychotic 
within  2  years  of  separation  from  military 
service.  S.  3348.  P/S  4/27/70.  P/H  amended 
6/15/70. 

Veterans  Education  and  Training  Amend¬ 
ments  Act:  Increased  by  34.6  percent  the 
basic  “GI  bill”  monthly  educational  assist¬ 
ance  allowance  rates  for  veterans,  and  the 
allowances  for  farm  training  and  apprentice¬ 
ship  programs;  increased  by  22.7  percent  the 
vocational  rehabilitation  training  subsist¬ 
ence  allowance  for  educationally  disadvan¬ 
taged  veterans;  established  a  predischarge 
educational  program  to  assist  servicemen  in 


preparing  for  future  education  while  sUll  on 
active  duty;  and  expanded  the  veteraxjA  out¬ 
reach  service  program  covering  the  Veterans' 
Administration  counseling  services  to  ad¬ 
vise  veterans  of  their  entitlement/  and  assist 
them  in  gaining  employment  ./Public  Law 
91-219. 

WELFARE 

Social  security  and  railroad  retirement 
benefits:  Extends  for  4 ^months  the  period 
for  States  to  assure  age/  blind,  and  disabled 
social  security  beneficiaries  who  also  receive 
welfare  and  increase/of  at  least  $4  in  their 
combined  income  lrom  social  security  and 
welfare,  and  accooGs  similar  treatment  to  in¬ 
creases  in  railro/tl  retirement  benefits  which 
may  become  /w  in  1971.  H.R.  14720.  P/H 
5/19/70.  P/S/6mended  6/19/70. 


TCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

(•.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  is  there  further  morning  busi¬ 
ness? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  further  morning  busi¬ 
ness?  If  not,  morning  business  is  con¬ 
cluded. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  No.  991,  H.R.  17923,  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Bill  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R.  17923) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
begin  my  formal  statement  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  one  fact  I  want  every  Senator  to 
know  about.  When  the  full  Committee 
on  Appropriations  marked  up  this  bill 
we  had  been  informed  that  the  supple¬ 
mental  budget  request  was  in  the  course 
of  preparation  to  enlarge  the  school 
lunch  program  to  make  it  conform  to  the 
new  bill,  which  Senators  will  remember 
was  passed  and  signed  by  the  President 
a  brief  time  ago. 

The  full  committee  gave  to  the  man¬ 
agers  of  the  bill,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  (Mr.  Hruska)  and  me,  authority 
to  submit  the  supplemental  budget  re¬ 
quest  as  an  amendment  to  the  bill  if  it 
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was  received  prior  to  Senate  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill.  It  was  received  on  July  1, 
1970. 

Senators  will  find  printed  at  page 
S10736  of  yesterday’s  Record  a  full  de¬ 
scription  of  this  item,  including  a  copy 
of  the  supplemental  budget  request  and 
a  copy  of  the  seven  different  amendments 
required  to  accomplish  the  request  in  full. 

I  wanted  to  explain  this  so  that  Sena¬ 
tors  who  may  be  concerned  about  this 
request,  which  increases  by  $216  million- 
plus  the  new  school  lunch  program,  will 
have  a  chance  to  advise  themselves  fully 
before  we  bring  up  this  matter.  I  would 
assume  we  would  not  bring  it  up  until 
the  close  of  consideration  of  the  bill  in 
general,  if  that  is  agreeable  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  give  notice  to 
that  effect.  As  I  have  already  stated, 
these  items  are  desciibed  in  full  in  yes¬ 
terday’s  Record  beginning  at  page 
S10736. 

Mr.  President,  we  now  have  under  con¬ 
sideration  H.R.  17923,  the  annual  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies.  Appropria¬ 
tions  in  the  pending  bill  as  recommended 
by  the  committee  total  $7,703,256,100,  an 
increase  of  $253,067,950  over  the  House 
bill,  an  increase  of  $171,480,600  over  the 
budget  estimates,  and  $333,842,050  under 
the  regular  1970  Appropriation  Act. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  report, 
91-987,  provides  a  complete  explanation 
by  each  appropriation  item  in  the  bill — 
including  changes  in  projects  and  activi¬ 
ties  thereunder — with  comparisons  show¬ 
ing  amounts  recommended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  relation  to  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates,  the  House  bill,  and  the  prior 
year’s  amiual  Appropriation  Act.  The 
report  is  quite  detailed  and,  therefore, 
in  my  statement  I  shall  deal  only  with 
some  of  the  activities  which  I  believe  are 
of  current  substantial  interest  to  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate,  after  which  I  will,  of 
course,  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  and 
all  questions  Senators  may  have  on  any 
items  in  the  bill. 

I  should  say  at  this  time  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  (Mr.  Hruska),  the  ranking 
minority  Member,  who  is  also  in  the 
Chamber,  is  available  to  respond  to  any 
questions  which  may  be  addressed  to 
him.  I  am  glad  he  is  here.  He  has  been  of 
great  help  in  the  handling  of  the  bill, 
and  in  the  preparation  of  this  entire 
rather  large  and  complicated  bill. 

RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION  PROGRAMS 

The  bill  as  reported  provides  a  total  of 
$261,715,950  for  research,  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control  pro¬ 


grams  and  the  foreign  currency  research 
program  carried  out  by  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service.  The  total  available  for 
the  subitem  “research”  is  $172,346,200,.  a 
net  increase  of  $25,544,000  over  the  an¬ 
nual  Appropriation  Act  for  1970;  $15,- 
909,000  over  the  budget  estimates  for  fis¬ 
cal  1971;  and  $11,203,000  over  the  House 
bill. 

Several  increases  are  recommended  by 
the  committee  for  the  staffing  of  new 
laboratories  which  have  been  completed 
or  enlarged  in  recent  years  but  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget  did  not  propose  any  addi¬ 
tional  staffing  for  fiscal  1971.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  cognizant  of  the  expenditure 
limitations  and  the  personnel  ceilings 
under  which  the  executive  departments 
and  agencies  must  operate,  but  believes 
that  the  staffing  of  important  research 
laboratories  dealing  with  the  various  im¬ 
portant  research  missions  must  be 
promptly  undertaken  in  spite  of  budget¬ 
ary  limitations.  The  House  bill  provides 
increases  of  $4,042,000  over  the  estimates 
for  these  several  research  facilities  and 
the  Senate  has  recommended  increases 
over  the  House  amount  of  $10,468,000. 
The  amounts  recommended  provide  for 
partial  staffing  and  it  is  expected  that 
future  budgets  will  propose  full  funding 
for  these  facilities. 

I  cannot  overstate  the  importance  of 
this  item.  The  committee  was  very  dis¬ 
tressed  that  a  group  of  very  fine  labora¬ 
tory  facilities  requested  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  provided  for  as  long  as  5  years 
ago,  some  of  which  were  completed  2 
yrears  ago,  have  not  been  staffed.  We  are 
particularly  concerned  that  this  is  true 
with  reference  to  six  laboratories  dealing 
with  the  pesticides  research  program. 
These  laboratories  are  extremely  impor¬ 
tant  as  we  approach  a  solution  to  the  pol¬ 
lution  problem  in  which  the  whole  Na¬ 
tion  vitally  interested. 

The  committee  recommendations  to 
the  Senate,  in  dealing  with  the  staffing 
and  operation  of  the  pesticides  labora¬ 
tories  which  were  authorized  in  the  Ap¬ 
propriation  Acts  for  fiscal  years  1965  and 
1966,  as  a  part  of  the  budget  recommen¬ 
dations  for  those  years,  provide  for  full 
staffing.  These  facilities  are  more  ur¬ 
gently  needed  today  than  at  the  time  of 
their  authorization — yet,  the  budget  as 
submitted  to  the  Congress  contained  no 
increase  over  the  small  amounts  provided 
for  fiscal  1970  for  the  six  laboratories 
which  have  been  completed  pursuant  to 
the  budget  amendment  in  fiscal  1965,  for 
the  “pesticides  package,”  which  was 
transmitted  directly  to  the  Senate  in 
Senate  Document  No.  85. 

STAFFING  OF  NEW  RESEARCH  LABORATORIES 
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In  other  words,  the  work  toward  this 
program  began  under  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  then-President  and  at  the 
insistent  urging  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  at  that  time. 

The  program  embodied  in  Senate  Doc¬ 
ument  85  amended  the  budget  by  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $29  million.  All  of  the  amounts 
for  the  agencies  concerned  were  approved 
by  the  Congress  except  for  a  small 
amount  for  the  Forest  Service  which  is 
not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  but  for  which  appropriations  were 
handled  with  that  amendment  to  the 
budget. 

Mr.  President,  the  hearing  record 
shows  the  urgent  need  for  moving  ahead 
very  expeditiously  in  the  staffing  and  op¬ 
eration  of  these  new  pesticides  facilities. 
The  hearing  record  also  shows  the  sev¬ 
eral  actions  taken  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  the  pesticides  area  to  cur¬ 
tail  or  to  eliminate  the  use  of  persistent 
and  harmful  chemicals.  These  new  facil¬ 
ities  will  enable  the  Department  to  ac¬ 
celerate  its  research  mission  in  the  six 
new  specialized  laboratories  which  are 
concerned  with  pesticides. 

The  nature  of  the  research  program 
varies  by  laboratory  from  research  on 
biological  methods  to  control  insects  at 
the  Gainesville,  Fla.,  facility,  to  toxico¬ 
logical  methods  on  livestock  at  College 
Station,  Tex.,  to  alternative  and  less  per¬ 
sistent  and  harmful'chemical  methods  at 
the  facility  at  Stoneville,  Miss.,  and  in 
other  laboratories  there  are  also  treated 
different  aspects  of  this  problem.  The 
committee  has,  therefore,  recommended 
an  appropriations  of  $7,921,400  for  these 
facilities  and  has  made  provision  in  the 
bill  for  them  to  achieve  full  staffing  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  1972. 

The  committee  felt  it  would  be  derelict 
in  its  obligation  to  the  public  and  to  the 
Government,  which  has  proclaimed  its 
great  interest  in  dealing  with  the  pollu¬ 
tion  problem  and  the  insecticide  prob¬ 
lem,  if  it  did  not  provide  for  full  activity 
in  these  new  and  very  expensive  and 
very  fine  laboratories,  which  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  proceed  with  their  work  if  only 
they  were  staffed. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  general 
interest  in  the  pesticides  field,  and  the 
staffing  of  other  laboratories  to  which 
I  have  referred,  I  request  that  page  8  of 
the  committee  report,  entitled  “Staffing 
of  New  Research  Laboratories,”  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Items 


1970  funds  avail¬ 
able  (including  Increases,  1971 

increased  pay  - - 

costs)  and  Department  Amendment 

1971  estimate  House  bill  proposal  requested 

(1)  (2)  (2a)  •  (3) 


Senate  Senate  committee  (plus  or  minus) 

committee  - 

recom-  Estimate,  House  bill,  Appropriation, 
mendations  1971  1971  1970 

(4) 


(1)  Cotton  cost  of  production  laboratories: 

Phoenix,  Ariz . . . 

Stoneville,  Miss... . 

College  Station,  Tex . . 

+$165,  000  . 

+110,000  . . 

+110,000  . . 

.  -$165, 000 

_  -110,000 

_  -110,000 

$786, 700 
382, 200 
435, 100 

+$400,  000 
+250,  000 
+300,  000 

+$235,  000 
'  +140,000 
+  190,000 

+$400,  000 
+250,  000 
+300,  000 

Subtotal . . . 

+385, 000  . 

 -385, 000 

1, 622, 000 

+950,  000 

+565,  000 

+950,  000 

Footnotes  at  end  ol  table. 
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Items 


1970  funds  avail¬ 
able  (including  Increases,  1971  Senate  Senate  committee  (plus  or  minus) 

increased  pay  ■ - - - - -  committee  - - — 

costs)  and  Department  Amendment  recom-  Estimate,  House  bill.  Appropriation, 

1971  estimate  House  bill  proposal  requested  mendations  1971  1971  1970 

(1)  (2)  (2a)  (3)  (4) 


(7)  Pesticides  laboratories: 

Gainesville,  Fla.  (insect  attractants) . __ . .  $365,000  +$550,000 

Savannah,  Ga.  (insect  control) _ _  504,300  +220,000 

Stoneville,  Miss,  (pesticides) . . . . .  209, 800  +330, 000 

Stoneville,  Miss,  (weed  research) .  141,900  +440,000 

Durant,  Okla.  (water  pollution) . . .  150,  800  +220,  000 

,  College  Station,  Tex.  (livestock  insects) . .  178, 600  +550, 000 


+$550,000  .  $1,836,000  +$1,471,000  +$921,000  +11,471,000 

+200,000  -20,000  704,300  +200,000  -20,000  +200,000 

+330,000  . 1,129,800  +920,000  +590,000  +920,000 

+440,000  .  1,256,900  +1,115,000  +675,000  +1,115,000 

+220, 000  .  590, 800  +440, 000  +220, 000  +440, 000 

+550,000  _ ...  2,403,600  +2,  225,000  +1,675,000  +2,225,000 


Subtotal 


1,550,400  +2,310,000  +  2,290,000  -  20,000  7,921,500  +6,371,000  +4,061,000  +6,371,000 


(3)  Other  research  laboratories:  < 

Georgetown,  Del.  (poultry) .  53, 800 

Byron,  Ga.  (fruit  and  nut  crops) _ _  617, 200 

Dawson,  Ga.  (peanut  marketing) . .  361, 800 


Oxford,  Miss,  (sedimentation)... . . . . . 

Miles  City,  Mont,  (range) _  169, 800 

Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.  (nutrition) . . . . -.  78, 500 

Pendleton,  Oreg.  (soil  and  water) . .  96, 100 

University  Park,  Pa.  (pasture)... . . . . . . 

Madison,  Wis.  (barley) . . . . . . .  170, 900 

Madison,  Wis.i 2. _  82,  000 


+55,000. . . 

-55, 000 

253,800 

+200,  00 

+145,  000 

+200,  000 

+55,  000  . 

-55,  000 

672,  000 

+55,000  .. 

+55,  000 

+55,000  _ _ _ 

-55, 000 

416, 800 

+55,000  .. 

+55,  000 

+100,000  _ 

-100,  000 

100,  000 

+100,000  .. 

+  100,000 

+165,000  _ 

-165,  000 

165,  000 

+165,000  .. 

+165, 000 

+55,  000  _ 

-55,  000 

224,  800 

+55,  000 

+55,  000 

+275,000  +275,000  .. 

428,  500 

+350,  000 

+75, 000 

+350,  000 

+55,000  _ _ 

-55,  000 

151, 100 

+55,000  .. 

+55,000 

+  110,000  . 

-110,  000 

no,  ooo 

+110,000  .. 

+110,  000 

+55, 000  . 

-55,  000 

225, 900 

+55,  000  .. 

+55,  000 

+42,000  . . . 

-42, 000 

124,  000 

+42,000  .. 

+42, 000 

Subtotal 


1,630,100  +1,022,000  +275,000  -747,000  2,872,100  +1,242,000  +220,000  +1,242,000 


(4)  Utilization  research  laboratories: 


Albany,  Calif . 507,900 

Athens,  Ga . . . — . .  1,  407, 400 

Peoria,  III _ 482,700 

New  Orelans,  La . . . . . . .  485, 400 

Wyndmoor,  Pa .  377, 500 


+165,  000 
+465, 000 
+365, 000 
+  165, 000 
+  165,  000 


-165,  000 
-465,  000 
-365,  000 
-165,  000 
-165, 000 


672, 900  +165, 000 

2, 452, 400  +1,  045,  000 

847,700  +365,000 

650,400  +165,000 

552,  500  +165,  000 


. .  +165,000 

+580,  000  +1, 045, 000 

.  +365, 000 

...j .  +165,000 

.  +165, 000 


Subtotal _ _ _ 

Adjustment  for  delays  in  staffing 


3,270,900  +1,325,000 

. .  -1,000,000 


-1,325,000  5,175,900  +1,905,000  +580,000  +1,905,000 

+1,000,000  _ _ _  +1,000,000  . 


Total 


7,123,400  +4,042,000  +2,565,000  -1,477,000  17,591,400  +10,468,000  +6,426,000  +10,468,000 


i  Includes  additional  funds  for  pay  cost  increases.  ping  the  oat  quality  laboratory,  and  (2)  increasing  cooperative  research  efforts  to  improve  oat 

2 This  is  not  for  staffing  a  recently  completed  USDA  laboratory.  It  would  be  used  for  cooperative  quality, 
work  on  oat  quality  research  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin.  These  funds  would  allow  (1)  equip- 


RESEARCH  OBJECTIVES  OF  PESTICIDES  LABORATORY 
FACILITIES 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
offer  for  the  record  a  brief  description 
of  the  specific  research  programs  that  will 
be  undertaken  in  the  pesticides  labora¬ 
tories  for  which  funds  are  provided  in 
the  pending  bill.  This  statement  of  re¬ 
search  objectives  was  supplied  to  the 
committee  by  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  and  I  think,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  has  been  a  number  of  years  since 
the  hearings  which  authorized  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  facilities,  that  it  is 
timely  that  a  current  description  of  the 
research  programs  to  be  undertaken  at 
these  facilities  be  included  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  request  that  the  at¬ 
tached  summary  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum¬ 
mary  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

1.  Florida,  Gainesville  ( Research  on  insect 
attractants,  behavior,  and  basic  biology,  and 
environmental  research  on  stored -products 
insects. 

The  new  laboratory  at  Gainesville,  Florida 
was  completed  in  February  of  1969.  This 
laboratory  provides  facilities  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  research: 

Insect  attractants.  Research  on  insect  at¬ 
tractants,  as  well  as  insect  behavior,  and 
basic  biology,  to  develop  nonchemical  meth¬ 
ods  for  control  of  our  major  pest  species  of 
insects.  Nonchemical  methods  would  reduce 
or  eliminate  the  amounts  of  insecticides  used 
by  farmers  for  insect  control  and  reduce 
pesticide  residues  that  pollute  our  air,  water, 
soil  and  food.  Research  has  shown  that  at¬ 
tractants  are  a  promising  approach  to  de¬ 
velopment  of  nonchemical  methods  of  in¬ 
sect  control.  A  number  of  insect  attractants 
have  been  isolated  and  tested  under  field  as 
well  as  laboratory  conditions.  One  of  these 
methyl  eugenol  has  been  used  with  a  pesticide 
to  eradicate  the  oriental  fruit  fly  from  Guam. 


Other  attractants  have  been  indispensible  in 
plant  pest  control  programs  for  control  of 
Mediterranean  fruit  fly,  gypsy  moth,  pink 
bollworm,  boll  weevil  and  other  species. 

Stored-products  insects.  Research  on  the 
biology,  ecology,  physiology,  nutrition,  and 
behavior  of  the  stored-products  insects,  to 
provide  knowledge  on  the  weak  points  of 
the  insects  that  may  be  attacked  with  en¬ 
tirely  new  types  of  control  measures.  Rela¬ 
tively  little  basic  information  is  available  on 
the  above  as  it  relates  to  stored-products  in¬ 
sects.  New  approaches  can  employ  biological 
and  physical  methods  of  control  that  would 
replace  the  use  of  conventional  insecticides. 
These  methods  would  also  circumvent  the 
increasing  severe  threat  of  acquired  resist¬ 
ance  to  insecticides.  Other  information  would 
lead  to  the  development  of  more  effective 
insecticidal  control  so  the  amount  of  chem¬ 
icals  used  can  be  reduced  and  residues  would 
be  minimized  in  those  circumstances  where 
there  is  no  alternative  to  insecticidal  control. 

2.  Georgia,  Savannah  ( Research  on  insect 
control  in  stored  agricultural  products) . 

The  new  laboratory  at  Savannah,  Georgia 
was  completed  in  November  of  1969.  This 
laboratory  provides  space  for  the  on-going 
research  which  was  conducted  in  substand¬ 
ard  facilities  at  Savannah  aimed  to  develop 
alternate  methods  for  controlling  insects  in 
stored  agricultural  products;  and  for  new 
research  to  develop  practical  methods  for  the 
use  of  pathogens  to  control  stored-products 
insects.  Basic  research  being  conducted  in 
the  laboratory  has  indicated  there  is  a  great 
potential  for  developing  pathogens  (such  as 
viruses,  bacteria,  protozoan,  and  nematodes 
which  are  harmless  to  man)  as  an  alternate 
control  method  for  stored-products  insects. 
Very  few  of  the  many  insecticides  available 
have  been  approved  for  use  on  harvested 
crops  and  still  fewer  on  or  around  processed 
foods  and  feeds.  As  attitudes  toward  residues 
become  more  critical,  some  of  these  approvals 
may  be  withdrawn  and  the  tolerance  level 
reduced  on  others.  Insects  are  developing 
resistance  to  malathion  and  pyrethrins,  two 
of  the  most  commonly  used  insecticides  to 


protect  food  and  feed  from  damage  and  con¬ 
tamination. 

3.  Mississippi,  Stoneville  ( combined  facil¬ 
ity  for  pesticide  laboratories) — Bioenviron- 
mental  Insect  Control  and  Biological  Control 
of  Weeds. 

The  new  laboratory  complex  at  Stoneville, 
Mississippi  is  expected  to  be  completed  in 
the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1971.  This  lab¬ 
oratory  (in  addition  to  research  on  cotton 
physiology)  provides  facilities  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  research: 

Bioenvironmental  insect  control.  Basic  and 
applied  research  to  develop  methods  of  area 
suppression  or  eradication  of  different  kinds 
of  insect  populations.  The  nature  and  extent 
of  agricultural  insecticide  usage  in  southern 
areas  at  the  present  time  poses  a  great  threat 
to  the  maintenance  of  a  clean  environment. 
Research  at  this  laboratory  would  develop 
ways  of  meeting  problems  that  would  avoid 
or  minimize  use  of  broad  spectrum,  residue¬ 
forming  and  persistent  insecticides  which 
may  pose  immediate  or  long-range  hazards 
to  man  and  his  environment.  Emphasis 
would  be  placed  on  field  research  on  the  ecol¬ 
ogy,  population  dynamics,  and  control  of  in¬ 
sects  by  bioenvironmental  methods  directed 
toward  the  control  of  major  insect  pests  of 
cotton,  corn,  soybeans  and  various  other 
crops,  including  sugarcane,  vegetables,  and 
insects  affecting  livestock. 

Biological  control  of  iveeds.  Research  on 
weeds  to  discover  new  herbicides,  develop 
new  combinations  of  cultural,  chemical, 
mechanical,  and  biological  methods  that  are 
safe  as  well  as  effective  and  do  not  leave 
harmful  residues  in  the  product  or  in  the 
treated  soil.  Weeds  cause  losses  in  yield  and 
quality  by  competing  for  water,  fertilizer, 
and  light.  They  also  act  as  hosts  and  reser¬ 
voirs  of  infection  for  nematodes,  insects,  dis¬ 
eases,  and  plant  parasites.  Mechanical  and 
cultural  methods  of  controlling  weeds  in 
these  crops  are  inadequate  alone,  or  even  in 
combination  with  present  herbicides.  Few  if 
any  of  these  combination  methods  effec¬ 
tively  control  all  weeds  in  a  single  crop.  The 
overall  mechanization  of  production  and 
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harvesting  of  vegetables  is  being  impeded  by 
the  need  for  more  efficient  methods  for  con¬ 
trolling  weeds.  The  research  program  is  pri¬ 
marily  directed  to  weed  control  in  the  South¬ 
eastern  States.  The  research  covers  weed  con¬ 
trol  problems  of  specific  crops  including  cot¬ 
ton,  soybean,  pasture  and  horticultural  crops. 
The  research  also  covers  problems  concerned 
with  aquatic  weed  control. 

4.  Oklahoma,  Durant  (water  pollution  re¬ 
search)  . 

The  National  Agricultural  Water  Manage¬ 
ment  Laboratory  at  Dura  t,  Oklahoma  was 
completed  in  the  fourth  quarter  of  fiscal 
year  1970.  This  laboratory  provides  facili¬ 
ties  for  research  to  determine  the  nature 
and  magnitude  of  surfaces  and  ground  wa¬ 
ter  quality  degradation  resulting  from  man¬ 
agement  practices  on  farm  and  ranch  land, 
and  to  develop  methods  for  improving  the 
quality  of  water  coming  from  agricultural 
lands. 

There  is  concern  over  use  of  pesticides  on 
agricultural  crops  including  the  possible 
presence  of  these  chemicals  in  the  runoff 
water  from  agricultural  lands  with  eventual 
pollution  of  streams;  in  soil  particles  eroded 
from  fields  that  are  carri  1  into  streams 
and  reservoirs  by  the  sediment;  and  in 
water  entering  into  deep  percolation  that 
recharges  aquifers  providing  water  for 
domestic,  farmstead,  and  irrigation  use.  Also, 
concern  is  growing  over  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  fertilizer  applications  and  the  in¬ 
crease  in  plant  nutrient  level  in  surface  and 
underground  waters.  Degradation  of  waters 
caused  by  eutrophication,  a  process  due  to 
nutrient  enrichment  which  stimulates 
growth  of  algae  and  aquatic  weeds,  is  in¬ 
creasing.  Public  health  officials  have  express¬ 
ed  concern  over  the  levels  of  nitrate  in  wells 
and  other  sources  of  drinking  water  from 
nitrogen  fertilization  of  crops. 

5.  Texas,  College  Station  (research  on  con¬ 
trol  of  livestock  insects  and  on  toxicological 
and  pathological  effects  of  pesticides  on 
livestock) . 

The  new  facilities  for  this  research  at 
College  Station  was  completed  in  the  fourth 
quarter  of  fiscal  year  197l.  This  laboratory 
provides  facilities  for  the  following  research: 

Control  of  livestock  insects.  Research  on 
the  development  of  safe  chemical  and  non¬ 
chemical  methods  for  control  of  insects  af¬ 
fecting  livestock  that  would  minimize  or 
avoid  insecticide  residues  in  meat,  milk  and 
other  animal  products.  There  are  heavy 
annual  losses  of  livestock  and  poultry  caused 
by  insects  and  other  arthropods  in  reduced 
weight  gains,  reduced  production  of  milk, 
eggs,  and  other  animal  products,  and  in¬ 
ferior  quality  animal  products.  Of  great  con¬ 
cern  is  the  development  of  insecticides  which 
will  not  leave  harmful  residues  in  livestock 
and  poultry  products.  New  types  of  chemicals 
to  reduce  residue  hazards  and  to  develop 
noninsecticidal  ways  of  controlling  insects 
would  be  emphasized.  The  research  on  in¬ 
sects  involving  chemicals  is  in  close  coordi¬ 
nation  with  the  toxicological  investigations 
on  livestock. 

Research  on  toxicology  and  pathology 
effects  of  pesticide  on  livestock.  Rsearch  to- 
develop  ways  of  reducing  losses  of  livestock 
and  poultry  due  to  chemical  poisoning  by 
developing  an  understanding  of  the  nature 
of  the  intoxications  and  the  biological  mech¬ 
anisms  involved  and  by  .developing  proper 
preventive  and/or  antidotal  procedures. 
The  data  developed  through  this  research  will 
reveal  the  levels  of  various  chemicals  that 
can  be  considered  non-hazardous  and  provide 
guidelines  for  the  livestock  and  chemical 
industries  and  regulatory  agencies  in  estab¬ 
lishing  residue  tolerances  for  meat,  milk,  and 
other  products  of  animal  origin. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  might 
add,  in  addition  to  the  staffing  of  the 
pesticides  laboratories,  we  have  provided 
for  two  others  that  were  in  the  same 


position  in  that  they  had  been  com¬ 
pleted  but  not  staffed.  One  of  them  was 
completed  some  years  ago,  another  in 
more  recent  times.  One  of  those  was  the 
nutrition  laboratory  at  Grand  Forks, 
N.  Dak.,  and  the  other  the  poultry  re¬ 
search  laboratory  at  Georgetown,  Del. — 
for  which  we  provided  only  partial 
staffing;  $253,800  is  available  there  for 
1971. 

I  see  present  my  distinguished  friend 
from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Young)  ,  who  is 
interested  not  only  in  the  pesticide  pro¬ 
gram  but  I  think  has  a  special  interest 
in  the  nutrition  program  at  Grand  Forks, 
N.  Dak.,  which  has  been  provided  for 
in  the  bill. 

I  gladly  yield  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  greatly  appreciate  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  my  good  friend 
the  ranking  minority  member,  Mr. 
Hruska,  and  the  committee  saw  fit  to 
put  in  the  bill  money  to  staff  this 
nutrition  laboratory.  It  is  the  only  lab¬ 
oratory  of  its  kind  in  the  United  States. 
It  will  be  dedicated  in  about  2  months 
from  now,  and  the  top  nutrition  experts 
from  all  over  the  United  States  are 
scheduled  to  attend. 

I  do  not  know  of  anything  more  im¬ 
portant  in  the  field  of  nutrition  than  to 
find  better  foods  and  better  use  of  foods 
and  better  diets  than  is  the  case  now. 
I  think  there  is  a  great  abundance  of 
food  all  over  the  United  States,  but  there 
is  a  problem  with  respect  to  the  right 
kind  of  nutrition. 

Our  people  in  North  Dakota  are  most 
grateful  to  the  Senator’s  committee  for 
putting  in  funds  to  staff  the  laboratory. 
If  that  had  not  been  done,  it  would  just 
be  an  empty  building,  at  a  time  when 
proper  nutrition  is  one  of  our  greatest 
problems. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
think  it  would  be  a  very  fine  and  merited 
tribute  if  that  laboratory  bore  the  name 
of  Milton  Young,  because  he  has  worked 
for  it  for  years.  He  has  been  very  pa¬ 
tient  in  waiting  for  this  staffing.  The 
committee  evidently  thought  he  had 
waited  long  enough  and  put  in  funds  for 
the  staffing. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  FOR  RESEARCH 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  a  total  of  $69,826,000  for  pay¬ 
ments  and  expenses  to  the  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service.  As  reported  from 
the  committee  it  is  recommended  that 
there  be  appropriated  $61,390,000  for 
payments  to  the  States  under  the  Hatch 
Act  formula,  which  represents  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $6,201,000  over  the  1970  appro¬ 
priation,  including  $3,104-,970  for  in¬ 
creased  operating  costs  and  $3  million 
for  community  improvement  research. 
The  committee  believes  the  States  should 
have  an  opportunity  to  broaden  their 
research  efforts  in  this  area  and  has 
restored  $3  million  of  the  budget  estimate 
for  this  purpose. 

The  committee  has  also  recommended 
the  budget  estimate  of  $3,350,000  for  re¬ 
search  to  be  conducted  under  contracts 
and  grants.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1,350,- 
000  over  the  House  bill  and  the  amount 
of  the  budget  estimate,  to  enable  the 
Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  in 
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conjunction  with  the  several  States,  to 
establish  five  pilot  regional  rural  de¬ 
velopment  centers  to  concentrate  in  ren¬ 
dering  specialized  assistance  to  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  on  rural  development  re¬ 
search. 

The  committee  has  also  recommended 
an  increase  of  $10,400,000  over  the  1970 
appropriation  on  a  nonformula  basis  to 
accelerate  rural  community  develop¬ 
ment  extension  work.  This  increase, 
which  was  budgeted,  was  denied  by  the 
House,  but  the  committee  is  recommend¬ 
ing  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget 
for  this  purpose.  The  bill  also  carries 
$48,560,000  for  the  nutrition  aide  pro¬ 
gram  initiated  2  years  ago.  The  amount 
recommended  represents  an  increase  of 
$20  million  over  the  1970  appropriations 
and  will  provide  for  the  employment  of 
2,600  additional  nutrition  aides,  bringing 
the  number  of  such  aides  to  7,400. 

In  this  connection,  I  personally  want 
to  state  that  I  think  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  particularly  the  Exten¬ 
sion  Service,  is  doing  fine  work  in  this 
field  by  providing  liaison  with  nutrition 
aides  who  are  not  civil  service  employees, 
working  between  the  experienced  and 
specialized  people  in  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice,  the  county  agents,  the  home  demon¬ 
stration  workers,  and  the  poorer  people 
whose  nutrition  needs  are  being  supplied 
but  who  in  many  cases  do  not  know  what 
is  the  proper  food  for  them  either  to  buy 
with  food  stamps  or  to  acquire  from  the 
commodity  distribution  program. 

On  the  subject  of  child  nutrition  and 
food  stamp  programs,  I  have  already 
touched,  in  my  beginning  remarks,  on 
the  fact  that  we  had  received  a  supple¬ 
mentary  budget  item  on  the  school  lunch 
program,  but  I  note  that  that  is  included 
in  my  next  remarks,  which  deal  with 
child  nutrition  and  food  stamp  programs. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  AND  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  received  a 
budget  amendment,  Senate  Document 
91-94,  on  July  1,  to  increase  the  estimate 
for  the  child  nutrition  program  by  $216,- 
579,000.  The  committee  anticipated  this 
action  at  the  time  the  bill  was  reported 
and  it  authorized  me  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  bill  to  increase  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  this  item  by  the  amount  of 
the  budget  amendment.  I  intend  to  offer 
that  amendment  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
statement,  at  which  time  I  will  discuss 
the  child  nutrition  program  in  greater 
detail. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  as  recommended 
to  the  Senate  by  the  committee  provides 
the  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,250  million 
for  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program 
during  fiscal  1971,  including  the  House 
provision  that  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  only  within  the  limits  of 
amounts  authorized  by  law  for  fiscal 
1971, 

I  shall  have  more  to  say  later,  Mr. 
President,  about  the  situation  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  pending  authorization  mea¬ 
sure  passed  so  many  months  ago  by 
the  Senate  but  still  under  consideration 
in  the  Agriculture  Committee  of  the 
other  body. 

The  amount  recommended  is  a  net  in¬ 
crease  of  $640  million  over  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  fiscal  1970.  The  conference 
report  on  House  Resolution  17399,  the 
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Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act 
for  1970,  provides  that  $300  million  of 
the  amount  recommended  in  this  bill 
for  fiscal  1971  is  to  be  available  for  use 
during  the  first  4  months  of  the  current 
fiscal  year  and  will  be  charged  against 
this  appropriation  bill  when  it  is  en¬ 
acted  into  law. 

In  other  words,  because  of  this  great 
delay  in  the  passage  of  the  authorization, 
the  food  stamp  bill,  the  Senate,  in  the 
passage  of  the  last  supplemental  bill  for 
1970,  included  this  $300  million  to  cover 
the  first  4  months  under  the  food  stamp 
program;  but  beyond  that  there  is  no 
coverage  until  we  have  an  authorization 
bill,  and  that  subject,  I  think,  will  de¬ 
serve  very  seriously  consideration  later  in 
this  debate. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  as  reported  car¬ 
ries  $150,997,000  for  the  Consumer  and 
Marketing  Service,  the  major  portion  of 
which  goes  to  the  inspection  and  grading 
of  a  number  of  commodities  and  food 
products. 

The  committee  has  concurred  in  the 
action  of  the  House  to  reinstate  the 
special  milk  program  and  continue  it  at 
the  level  of  $104  million.  Recently,  the 
Congress  sent  to  the  White  House  for 
approval  a  permanent  authorization  for 
the  special  milk  program. 

If  the  President  has  acted  on  that  bill, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  has  not  been 
advised  of  any  such  action,  but  the  $104 
million  will,  of  course,  depend,  as  to 
whether  it  remains  in  this  bill,  upon  the 
passage  of  the  authorization  measure, 
because  the  older  authorization  measure 
has  expired. 

REA  ELECTRIC  AND  TELEPHONE  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  President,  for  the  REA  electric 
program  the  committee  bill  recommends 
new  obligational  authority  of  $352  mil¬ 
lion.  This  is  $30  million  over  the  House 
bill  and  the  estimate,  and  $12  million  over 
the  authorization  for  fiscal  1970.  Com¬ 
bined  with  carryover  from  1970,  which 
includes  the  $20  million  impounded  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  this  will  provide  a 
total  loan  program  of  $375  million  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year. 

I  want  to  say  at  this  time,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  while  the  committee  made  this 
recommendation,  the  committee  is  fully 
advised  of  the  fact  that  the  Budget 
Bureau  has  been  holding  up  increases 
which  the  committee  felt  were  entirely 
necessary  and  justified  in  view  of  the 
huge  backlog  of  requests.  It  held  up 
slight  increases  in  the  budgeted  amount 
which  this  committee  has  reported  and 
which  have  been  enacted  by  Congress 
over  the  last.  3  years.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  for  an  increase  this  year  may 
meet  the  same  fate;  but  we  want  to  make 
it  very  clear  that  we  are  recommending 
the  increase  as  only  a  very  partial  han¬ 
dling  of  the  great  backlog  of  applications 
that  are  now  on  file. 

The  committee  is  sympathetic  to  the 
efforts  of  the  rural  electric  systems  to 
establish  a  cooperative  finance  corpora¬ 
tion  and,  in  that  regard,  has  included 
language  in  the  report  recommending 
that  the  Administrator  grant  deferments 
on  principal  installments  of  up  to  3  years 
in  order  that  the  cooperatives  themselves 
may  invest  in  this  new  self-financing 
venture.  That  would  be  with  reference 


to  new  loans,  Mr.  President,  and  not  with 
reference  to  outstanding  loans. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  statement  in 
the  committee  report,  pages  38-39,  en¬ 
titled  “Supplemental  Financing  Pro¬ 
gram”  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  committee  report  (No.  91-987) 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Supplemental  Financing  Program 

The  Committee  commends  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  in  their  attempt  to  establish 
a  financing  organization  to  help  alleviate 
the  large  financial  needs  of  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  for  new  capital  financing  from 
the  Federal  Government.  The  National 
Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion  (CFC)  was  incorporated  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  on  April  10,  1969.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  understands  that  CFC  now  has  785 
members  in  44  states. 

Historically,  REA  has  granted  loans  since 
the  program  began  in  1935  allowing  defer¬ 
ment  of  the  payment  of  principal  on  the 
loans  for  varying  periods  of  time.  In  some 
cases  the  deferment  period  has  been  for  one 
year,  in  some  oases  for  two  years,  in  some 
cases  for  three  years,  in  some  cases  for  five 
years,  and  in  a  few  Instances  even  longer. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  CFC  plan 
has  the  potential  of  diverting  the  growing 
need  to  increase  the  annual  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  achieve  a  large  measure  of  “self¬ 
financing”  in  future  years.  To  be  most  ef¬ 
fective  the  capitalization  of  the  corporation 
must  be  accelerated. 

The  Committee  expects  the  REA  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  assume  an  active  role  in  coopera- 
tion'with  CFC  in  the  accumulation  of  initial 
subscription  of  capital  from  CFC  members 
for  initial  operations. 

In  addition  to  the  subscription  of  capital 
from  existing  sources,  and  to  meet  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  forth  in  the  House  Committee 
Report,  a  continuous  flow  of  capital  funds 
is  essential  to  the  orderly  development  of  the 
CFC. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
recommendation  to  the  House  Committee 
Report  to  defer  principal  repayments  on 
outstanding  loan  contracts  is  not  a  feasible 
method  of  providing  for  an  orderly  flow  of 
capital  subscriptions  to  the  CFC.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  recommends  that  beginning  on  July  1, 
1970,  that  the  REA  Administrator  grant  up 
to  a  three-year  deferment  on  principal  in¬ 
stallments  on  new  REA  loans — with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  such  deferred  installments 
on  principal  will  be  invested  by  borrowers 
in  the  CFC. 

Such  regular  investments  in  CFC  when 
continued  for  several  years  and  coupled  with 
the  open  market  sale  of  debentures,  should 
then  enable  the  REA  Administrator  and  the 
CFC  to  make  an  orderly  transition  from  com¬ 
plete  reliance  upon  government  financing  to 
a  greater  reliance  upon  the  sale  of  CFC  de¬ 
bentures,  except  for  the  financing  of  systems 
where  the  input  of  2  percent  government 
loans  may  be  essential  to  the  maintenance 
of  adequate  electrical  service  at  reasonable 
rates  in  low  density  population  areas. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  the  REA  telephone 
program,  the  committee  has  included 
new  obligational  authority  of  $138,800,- 
000,  which  is  $15  million  over  the  esti¬ 
mate  and  the  House  bill,  and  $15,500,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal 
1970.  This  amount,  combined  with  the 
carryover  from  1970,  will  provide  a  total 
program  level  of  $140  million  for  fiscal 
year  1971.  On  April  2,  the  Senate  passed 
S.  3387,  the  self-help  supplemental  fi¬ 
nancing  program  for  the  telephone  pro¬ 
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gram.  To  date,  this  bill  has  not  passed 
the  House. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say  that  not 
only  does  this  subcommittee,  and  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  as  a  whole 
approve  of  the  efforts  now  being  made 
by  the  REA  electric  cooperatives  and  the 
REA  telephone  organization  to  enter  into 
self-help  programs  somewhat  like  those 
that  are  found  in  the  Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration,  but  we  have,  by  our  lan¬ 
guage  and  by  our  actions  in  this  bill, 
sought  to  aid  in  those  efforts,  which  we 
think  are  highly  commendable.  The 
committee  believes  a  great  need  exists  in 
rural  areas  for  this  program,  and  has 
attempted  to  meet  at  least  part  of  it 
with  the  increased  funds  contained  in 
the  bill. 

COMMODITY  credit  corporation  and  public 
LAW  480 

On  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  Public  Law  480,  Mr.  President,  there 
are  several  important  changes. 

The  major  items  of  difference  between 
the  House  passed  bill  and  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  committee  deal  with 
the  appropriations  available  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  restored  the  budget  estimate 
for  the  reimbursement  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  net  realized 
losses.  The  amount  recommended  is  $3,- 
383,155,000,  the  amount  requested  in  the 
budget.  It  covers  the  balance  of  $249,998,- 
669  of  unreimbursed  losses  for  fiscal 
1968,  and  the  full  reimbursement  appro¬ 
priation  necessary  for  fiscal  1969  in  the 
amount  of  $3,113,156,331. 

Mr.  President,  I  commend  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  for  doing  at  last,  but  for 
the  first  time,  what  this  committee  has 
been  insisting  upon  for  at  least  8  or  10 
years:  that  is,  that  the  law  be  followed 
in  that  the  full  deficit  incurred  by  the 
CCC — not  by  any  illegal  or  irregular 
methods,  but  simply  by  carrying  out  the 
laws  which  Congress  has  passed — be  re¬ 
stored  each  year.  That  is  fair  not  only 
to  give  information  as  to  the  cost  of  the 
program,  but  it  is  fair  to  leave  the  CCC 
in  the  best  position  to  meet  all  the  bur¬ 
dens  that  may  be  placed  upon  it.  The 
committee  has  restored  the  House  re¬ 
duction  of  $250  million  in  this  fund  to 
bring  the  affairs  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  a  current  basis  as 
intended  by  Public  Law  87-155,  which 
authorizes  appropriations  to  restore  and 
repair  the  capital  structure  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  every  year. 
This  appropriation  method  was  intended 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Congress 
and  all  parties  concerned  the  actual  fiscal 
affairs  of  the  CCC  as  soon  as  possible 
after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  The  ap¬ 
propriation,  while  it  provides  new  obliga¬ 
tional  authority,  in  no  way  affects  the 
expenditure  level  of  the  CCC  for  the 
coming  year.  These  mandatory  expendi¬ 
tures  are  authorized  pursuant  to  a  per¬ 
manent  level  and  this  is,  in  effect,  only 
a  paper  transaction,  that  is  to  restore  the 
borrowing  capacity  of  the  CCC,  which  it 
has  reduced  by  its  operations  in  the  time 
period  I  have  mentioned  already  in  my 
statement.  I  am  pleased  to  note  that  if 
the  Senate  approves  the  committee’s 
recommendations  on  this  item — and  we 
are  able  to  prevail  in  the  conference. 
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which  I  hope  we  will — for  the  first  time 
in  a  long  time  the  reimbursement  appro¬ 
priation  to  restore  capital  impairment  of 
the  CCC  will  be  on  a  current  basis  as  in¬ 
tended  by  law,  and  I  commend  the  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture — 
both  the  prior  administration  and  this 
administration — and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  for  their  cooperation  in  regard  to 
this  item.  I  hope  that  in  future  years 
this  account  will  be  kept  on  a  current 
basis. 

That  is  fair  to  agriculture,  fair  to  Con¬ 
gress,  and  fair  to  the  general  public, 
so  that  they  may  know  the  scope  of  the 
operations  of  this  very  important  cor¬ 
poration,  which  handles  so  much  busi¬ 
ness  not  only  of  importance  to  agricul¬ 
ture,  but  of  importance  to  the  Nation  in 
various  other  fields,  including  social 
service  and  foreign  relations. 

Mr.  President,  in  connection  with  the 
appropriation  for  Public  Law  480,  the 
committee  has  recommended  a  total  of 
$702,500,000  for  titles  I  and  II  of  that 
act  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a 
reduction  of  $230  million  under  the 
budget  estimate  and  is  the  same  amount 
proposed  in  the  House  bill,  and  is  $217,- 
500,000  under  the  1970  Appropriation 
Act.  The  action  of  the  committee  in  rec¬ 
ommending  these  reduced  amounts  in 
no  way  reflects  upon  its  interest  and 
support  in  the  continuation  of  Public 
Law  480  activities.  However,  the  cur¬ 
rent  authorization  for  the  program  ex¬ 
pires  December  31,  1970.  The  legislative 
committees,  due  to  the  press  of  other 
business,  have  not  been  able  to  proceed 
with  the  extension  of  the  authorization — 


which  is  fully  expected  before  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  Congress.  The  committee 
believes  the  amount  recommended  is 
fully  adequate,  pending  extension  of 
Public  Law  480  authorization  as  pre¬ 
viously  stated,  and  if  additional  funds 
should  be  needed  prior  to  the  request  for 
supplemental  estimates,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorizd  by  law  to  use  the 
borrowing  authority  of  the  CCC  to  meet 
the  expenses  of  this  act. 

Mr.  President,  this  concludes  my  gen¬ 
eral  statement.  I  yield  at  this  time  with 
pleasure  to  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska),  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee,  who  has  rendered  such 
great  service,  not  just  to  his  State  but 
to  agriculture  in  general,  and  to  the 
committee  and  to  the  Senate,  in  his 
very  active  handling  of  matters  in  the 
hearings,  in  the  drafting  of  this  bill, 
and  in  otherwise  generally  serving  agri¬ 
culture.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida  for  his  generous  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  seventh  con¬ 
secutive  year  in  which  we  have  been  fa¬ 
vored  with  a  summary  of  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Florida.  In  the  meantime,  he  has 
announced  that  he  has  chosen  to  retire 
from  this  body  at  the  conclusion  of  this 
session  of  Congress.  The  dedicated  serv¬ 
ice  that  he  has  rendered  for  the  past  24 
years  to  this  body  and  to  the  Nation  is 
a  subject  on  which  much  can  be  said, 
and  later  in  the  day  much  will  be  said 
on  this  subject.  I  defer  in  that  regard 
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until  a  later  time,  when  more  of  our 
colleagues  can  be  in  the  Chamber  to 
comment  on  it.  In  the  meantime,  I  make 
this  expression  of  appreciation  for  his 
very  fine  summary  of  the  bill  before 
the  Senate. 

As  to  the  budget  itself  and  the  bill, 
Mr.  President,  the  proposal  before  us 
represents  the  best  composite  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  and  the  full  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee.  Because  of  the  budget 
stringencies  which  all  of  us  are  attempt¬ 
ing  to  observe,  the  subcommittee  has  re¬ 
viewed  the  proposed  budget  closely  in  an 
effort  to  weigh  the  priorities  fairly,  and 
to  assess  accurately  the  impact  of  major 
adjustments  proposed  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Throughout  the  proceedings,  the  sub¬ 
committee  has  been  mindful  not  only  of 
the  great  needs  of  the  farmer,  but  also 
of  the  consumer  as  well.  After  all,  with¬ 
out  the  consumer  and  his  interest  and 
his  need  of  the  agricultural  products, 
we  would  have  no  justification  for  ac¬ 
tivity. 

At  this  point  it  would  be  well  to  cor¬ 
rect  an  erroneous  impression  held  un¬ 
fortunately  by  too  many  people — the 
impression  that  the  agriculture  budget 
is  simply  a  subsidy  for  farmers.  In  order 
to  try  to  correct  that  constantly  recur¬ 
ring  phenomenon,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  table  of  statistics  on-this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE-BUDGET  OUTLAYS,  FISCAL  YEARS  1969,  AND  ESTIMATED  1970  AND  1971 

(In  millions  of  dollars] 

1970  1971 

1969  estimate  estimate 


1970  1971 

1969  estimate  estimate 


Programs  which  clearly  provide  benefits  to  consumers, 
businessmen,  and  the  general  public: 

Programs  having  foreign  relations  and  defense  as¬ 
pects: 

Sales  of  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms 

(title  I,  public  law  480) . . 

Commodities  and  other  costs  in  connection  with 

donations  abroad  (title  1 1,  Public  Law  480) _ 

Transfer  of  bartered  materials  to  supplemental 

stockpile  (net) . . . . 

Donations  of  dairy  products  to  armed  services 
and  others.. . . . 


Total 


Food  distribution  programs  (domestic): 

Commodities  distributed  to  the  needy  and 

others . . . . . _ 

Food  stamp  program . . . . 

Child  nutrition  program . . 

Special  milk  program . . 


Total 


REA  and  FHA  repayable  loans: 

REA  loans . . . . 

Repayments  of  principal  and  interest.... 

FHA  loans . . . 

Salaries  and  expenses  for  loan  programs. 


Total 


Long-range  programs  for  the  improvement  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  and  natural  resources: 

Forestry . . . . . . 

Agricultural  and  forestry  research . 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control _ 

Soil  and  water  resource  protection  and  devel¬ 
opment: 

Agricultural  conservation  program . 


$610 

$614 

$501 

364 

357 

351 

-4 

-2  ... 

27 

5 

23 

997 

974 

875 

621 

577 

703 

248 

575 

1,249 

237 

302 

314 

102 

81 

17 

1,208 

1,535 

2,283 

473 

511 

492 

-276 

-273 

-287 

263 

312 

-755 

80 

93 

106 

540 

643 

-444 

61 

97 

102 

265 

268 

279 

88 

96 

101 

234 

223 

173 

All  other  ._ _ _ _ _ 

$278 

$312 

$315 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work _ 

97 

130 

171 

Inspection  of  commodities  and  other  marketing 
services . . . . . 

115 

145 

149 

All  other . . . . 

91 

106 

114 

Total _ _ _ _ 

1,229 

1, 377 

1,404 

Total .  . . . . . . 

3,974 

4, 529 

4,118 

Other  programs  which  are  predominantly  for  stabilization 
of  farm  income,  but  which  also  benefit  others: 

CCC  price-support  and  related  programs: 

CCC  loan,  purchase,  export,  and  related  pro¬ 
grams . . . . 

928 

390 

-114 

Storage,  handling,  and  transportation  expenses. 

121 

181 

188 

Interest  expense  (net) . . 

228 

303 

405 

Acreage  diversion  payments: 

Feed  grains . . . . 

801 

541 

801 

Wheat.... . . . 

24 

47 

77 

Cotton _ _ _ 

96 

19 

28 

Price-support  payments: 

Feed  grains . 

626 

728 

715 

Cotton . . 

643 

798 

878 

Wheat  certificate  program . . . 

359 

398 

430 

National  Wool  Act  program . . 

65 

55 

62 

Total . 

3, 891 

3, 460 

3, 470 

Cropland  adjustment  program— adjustment  pay¬ 
ments _ _ _ _ _ 

76 

76 

76 

Conservation  reserve  program . . 

107 

40 

1 

Federal  crop  insurance  program  (net) _ _ 

7 

4  ... 

_ 

Sugar  Act  program . . 

87 

93 

88 

Salaries  and  expenses  for  above  programs . 

188 

205 

200 

Total . 

4,356 

3,878 

3,835 

Grand  total . 

8, 330 

8,407 

7,953 
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Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  fact  must  be  grant¬ 
ed  that  the  farmer  benefits  from  many 
phases  of  the  budget,  as  he  has  for  dec¬ 
ades.  But  it  does  the  vast  program  a  dis¬ 
service  to  dismiss  it  perfunctorily  in  such 
terms.  Its  benefits  to  the  Nation  are 
much,  much  broader;  extending  to  many 
segments  of  our  society  and  our  economy. 
These  benefits  include  the  health  and 
safety  of  consumers,  better  and  cheaper 
products,  rural  community  development, 
antipollution  and  antihunger  measures, 
among  many  which  are  contained  in  this 
bill. 

Despite  the  general  application  of  the 
Department’s  program,  its  critics  focus 
inevitably  each  year  on  the  farmer,  char¬ 
acterizing  him  as  a  poor  dependent  who 
costs  the  Governmnt  billions  of  dollars 
in  subsidies.  This  is  a  most  unjustified 
view. 

The  fact  must  be  brought  home  to  our 
urban  friends  that  the  consuming  public 
benefits  most  from  the  achievements  in 
American  agriculture  and  therefore  has 
the  greatest  stake  in  a  stable,  progressive 
agriculture  program.  It  has  been  esti¬ 
mated,  Mr.  President,  that  more  than  50 
percent  of  the  total  1971  budget  contains 
programs  which  will  be  of  direct  benefit 
to  consumers,  businessmen  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  public. 

Let  us  consider  as  a  case  in  point  the 
matter  of  good  prices.  While  they  have 
risen  recently,  they  still  have  not  risen  at 
the  rate  of  other  consumer  products,  or 
at  the  rate  of  personal  incomes.  Food  is 
still  a  relatively  good  buy — the  best  in 
history,  in  fact.  The  average  U.S.  con¬ 
sumer  can  buy  this  family’s  food  supply 
for  16  V2  percent  of  his  after-tax  income, 
and  the  is  the  lowest  percentage  of  in¬ 
come  which  has  ever  been  spent  for  food 
in  this  country.  Of  course,  it  is  a  good 
deal  lower  than  is  spent  anywhere  else  in 
the  world. 

For  this  achievement,  the  consumer  is 
indebted  to  our  agricultural  research  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  remarkable  efficiencies 
which  have  been  built  into  our  food  in¬ 
dustry,  the  envy  of  every  nation  in  the 
world. 

The  agriculture  industry  also  has  been 
a  pioneer  in  seeking  solutions  to  many 
national  problems,  such  as  pollution, 
hunger,  health,  and  safety  of  the  public. 
Such  problems  have  been  the  concern  of 
the  industry  for  many  years.  Now  they 
are  being  approached  with  even  greater 
emphasis. 

This  is  why  the  Senate  committee  felt 
it  was  necessary  to  move  forward  as  orig¬ 
inally  scheduled  on  pesticide  research 
and  control,  antipollution  research  and 
rural  community  development. 

There  are  several  items  in  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  bill  which  are  of  par¬ 
ticular  interest  which  I  would  like  to  dis¬ 
cuss  briefly.  They  are; 

First,  the  necessity  to  move  forward 
with  pesticide  research. 

Second,  the  great  benefit  resulting  to 
the  consumer  from  research  to  improve 
the  quality  and  productive  efficiency  of 
meat. 

Third,  the  need  and  concern  for  rural 
development,  thus  reversing  the  trend 
of  outmigration  from  farms  and  rural 
communities. 


Fourth,  the  concern  for  the  problems 
of  pollution  of  our  air,  soil  and  water. 

Fifth,  the  need  for  improved  livestock 
surveys. 

First,  we  are  all  aware  of  and  concur 
in  the  emphasis  currently  being  placed 
upon  the  potential  danger  to  the  con¬ 
sumer  and  the  possible  effects  to  our  en¬ 
vironment  of  unwise  use  of  pesticides  and 
herbicides.  This  problem  was  foreseen 
some  time  ago  by  the  Congress  and  the 
Department,  and  a  research  program  to 
meet  the  need  was  launched  in  1965.  Re¬ 
search  facilities  were  authorized  for  con¬ 
struction,  with  completion  and  staffing 
scheduled  to  be  completed  by  1972. 

These  research  laboratories  are  now 
completed  and  standing  idle. 

The  Senate  committee  felt  that  be¬ 
cause  of  the  pressing  need  by  the  con¬ 
sumer  and  the  farmer  for  information 
and  guidance  in  this  important  area, 
staffing  of  the  facilities  should  proceed  as 
planned.  We  have,  therefore,  provided  for 
full  staffing  of  these  laboratories,  which 
was  not  provided  in  the  Department’s 
request  or  the  House  bill. 

We  feel  this  research  is  needed  now, 
not  only  for  its  direct  results,  but  for  its 
important  relation  to  other  antipollution 
research  and  control  measures  which  are 
being  planned  and  implemented. 

A  second  area  of  important  consumer 
benefits  is  the  research  which  will  be 
done  to  improve  the  quality  and  produc¬ 
tive  efficiency  of  meat. 

The  beef  industry,  which  accounts  for 
the  largest  segment  of  our  largest  and 
most  important  industry,  faces  a 
tremendous  challenge  if  it  is  to  produce 
40  percent  more  beef  needed  by  1980  and 
still  provide  the  necessary  product 
quality  and  production  efficiency.  The 
rapid  rise  in  consumer  demand  for  beef  in 
the  last  few  years  has  resulted  in  higher 
prices. 

I  am  not  here  to  defend  these  prices  or 
to  condemn  them.  It  should  be  noted, 
however,  that  the  farmer  and  rancher 
do  not  sell  meat.  He  sells  cattle.  There  is 
a  wide  gulf  between  the  price  of  cattle  at 
the  farm  and  the  retail  price  at  the  meat 
counter.  Sometimes  the  ways  in  which 
prices  move  are  mysterious,  and  we  do 
not  have  the  time  today  to  untangle  the 
relationship  between  retail  and  whole¬ 
sale  meat  and  farm  cattle  prices.  But 
when  prices  rise,  I  can  assure  you  the 
blame  should  not  be  placed  on  the  stock 
gi’ower  who  is  getting  for  his  product  es¬ 
sentially  what  he  received  20  years  ago, 
and  perhaps  a  little  less. 

In  the  meantime  the  farmer  and 
rancher  is  facing  higher  production  costs. 
Waste  fat  amounts  to  20  percent  of  the 
beef  carcass  from  feedlot  cattle.  Lack  of 
tenderness  is  found  in  5  percent  of  these 
cattle.  Consumer-preferred  cuts  account 
for  only  50  percent  of  the  total  carcass. 
There  is  a  great  opportunity  for  improve¬ 
ment  through  research  of  the  quality  of 
the  product  and  feeding  efficiency.  This 
research  will  be  of  direct  benefit  to  con¬ 
sumers. 

This  bill  contains  $1,328,800  for  re¬ 
search  to  improve  quality  and  feeding 
efficiency  of  beef  and  sheep.  Along  this 
line,  $1,800,000  in  development  funds 
have  been  granted  to  complete  the  phase 


I  facilities  for  the  U.S.  Meat  Animal  Re¬ 
search  Center  at  Clay  Center,  Nebr. 

For  too  long  there  has  been  an  im¬ 
balance  between  the  ‘resources  we  have 
invested  in  crop  research  as  opposed  to 
those  invested  in  animal  research.  Over 
the  past  13  years  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  spent  two  and  three 
times  more  for  crop  research,  although 
livestock  marketing  receipts  are  about 
54  percent  of  total  farm  cash  receipts. 
It  is  high  time  to  bring  about  a  better 
balance  in  the  two  research  budgets  in 
recognition  of  their  relative  importance 
in  dollars. 

There  are  many  other  areas  which 
have  a  direct  or  indirect  effect  on  public 
welfare.  More  than  $16  million  was  ap¬ 
proved  for  economic  research.  This  serv¬ 
ice  develops  and  cames  out  a  program  * 
of  economic  research  designed  to  bene¬ 
fit  farms  and  the  general  public  by  pro¬ 
viding  studies  and  economic  reports  on 
commodities  and  the  markets.  More  than 
$149  million  was  put  into  consumer  pro¬ 
tective  marketing  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams.  Payments  to  States  and  coopera¬ 
tive  programs  fund  many  activities  di¬ 
rected  at  maintenance  of  the  quality  of 
agriculture  products,  development  of  new 
and  expanded  markets,  and  more  effec¬ 
tive  disposal  of  seasonal  surpluses 
through  better  advertising,  and  improved 
marketing  techniques. 

Third,  rural  development  is  also  a 
topic  of  great  concern  and  current  dis¬ 
cussion.  Although  the  House  felt  that 
it  would  be  better  to  allocate  more  money 
for  loans  and  grants  for  rural  water  and 
sewer  development,  our  committee  felt 
that  a  good  start  should  be  made  in  re¬ 
search  programs  directed  at  community 
improvement  so  that  the  migration  out 
of  rural  areas  can  be  reversed  or  at  least 
halted,  thus  reducing  the  growing  prob¬ 
lems  of  overcrowded  urban  centers. 

The  Senate  committee  has  restored  $3 
million  of  the  budget  estimate  of  $5  mil¬ 
lion,  denied  by  the  House  to  the  Co¬ 
operative  State  Research  Service  for 
community  improvement  research.  The 
committee  felt  that  the  States  should 
have  the  opportunity  to  apply  their  skills 
and  effectiveness  to  this  field  of  research. 
There  is  also  $1,350,000  to  establish  five 
“pilot”  regional  research  centers  which 
will  concentrate  on  community  improve¬ 
ment  research  and  render  specialized  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  States  in  this  new  pro¬ 
gram. 

Along  this  line,  the  committee  has  pro¬ 
vided  $10.4  million  for  the  Extension 
Service,  the  amount  of  the  Department’s 
estimate,  which  will  finance  extension 
activities  for  State  and  multicounty  rural 
community  development  work. 

Rural  development  has  long  been  the 
cornerstone  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  but  this  year  work  will  proceed 
at  an  even  faster  pace.  The  Senate  in¬ 
creased  the  resource  conservation  and 
development  program  by  $800,000  oyer 
the  House  mark  and  budget  estimate. 
This  carries  on  the  program  of  rural  re¬ 
newal  and  will  provide  planning  funds 
for  new  projects  without  impinging  upon 
development  work  in  authorized  projects. 

There  are  also  substantial  increases  in 
the  construction  of  watershed  works  of 
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improvement  and  the  Great  Plains  pro¬ 
gram.  In  my  opinion,  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  is  one  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  most  popular  programs  as  far 
as  Nebraskans  are  concerned.  I  certainly 
consider  its  efforts  as  one  of  the  best  in¬ 
vestments  of  public  funds  that  we  receive 
in  my  State.  It  fulfills  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  desire  to  strengthen  rural  America 
and  improve  the  quality  of  our  environ¬ 
ment.  It  is  also  sound  evidence  of  the 
pioneering  work  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  the  field  of  pollution 
abatement. 

The  cause  of  rural  development  is  also 
advanced  by  the  committee’s  action  in 
increasing  the  loan  level  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  to  $375 
million,  and  the  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
gram  to  $140  million;  also  by  increasing 
Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  for 
water  and  sewer  improvement  to  $60 
million.  The  increase  in  water  and  sewer 
loans  is  $36  million  over  that  requested 
in  the  budget  and  $4  million  over  that 
recommended  by  the  House  committee. 

My  fourth  point  is  pollution. 

Pollution  is  an  item  which  has  been 
mentioned  several  times  before  earlier 
today.  It  is  a  matter  of  concern  in  al¬ 
most  every  phase  of  the  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  The  Soil 
Conservation  Service  has  made  great 
contributions  in  meeting  this  problem, 
but  there  are  still  many  things  to  be 
done.  Secretary  Hardin  has  stated  that 
“siltation  is  still  the  largest  single  pol¬ 
lutant  of  water.”  Through  the  agricul¬ 
ture  conservation  program  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  major  steps  are 
being  taken  to  stop  the  deterioration  of 
the  American  environment  and  to  bring 
about  resource  and  environmental  im¬ 
provement. 

In  this  connection,  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  has  granted  $1,452,200  for  pollu¬ 
tion  research  concerned  with  animal  and 
poultry  waste  management.  This  has  be¬ 
come  an  increasingly  bothersome  prob¬ 
lem,  and  we  are  confident  that  nluch 
progress  can  be  made  as  time  goes  on, 
with  a  little  more  emphasis  in  this  area. 
The  intensified  research  is  needed  in  all 
phases  of  animal  waste  management,  in- . 
eluding  characteristics  of  manure  re¬ 
moval  from  animal  quarters,  runoff,  stor¬ 
age,  transport,  treatment,  ultimate  dis¬ 
posal,  and  economic  evaluation  to  in¬ 
sure  improvement  of  environmental 
quality  with  minimum  disruption  of  cur¬ 
rent  production-efficiency  levels.  The  re¬ 
search  which  is  proposed  would  deter¬ 
mine  the  physical,  chemical,  and  biologi¬ 
cal  properties  of  wastes  and  the  influence 
of  management  practices  on  these  prop¬ 
erties;  developing  methods  for  effective¬ 
ly  reducing  the  volume  and  polluting 
properties  of  animal  wastes;  developing 
alternative  uses  of  wastes;  and  develop¬ 
ing  processes  for  eliminating  odors  orig¬ 
inating  in  livestock  and  poultry  opera¬ 
tions.  All  of  this  research  is  directed  to 
reducing  soli,  water,  and  air  pollution 
caused  by  animal  wastes. 

New  laboratories  have  also  been  au¬ 
thorized  for  construction  and  for  plan¬ 
ning  for  soil  and  water  research  directed 
at  the  pollution  problems. 

Fifth,  let  me  say  how  pleased  I  am 
that  the  Department  has  included  in  its 


estimate  $1.3  million  for  multiframe  live¬ 
stock  surveys.  This  program,  initiated  last 
year,  will  now  involve  16  important  live¬ 
stock  States.  These  States  have  been  se¬ 
lected  to  provide  the  minimum  coverage 
required  in  order  to  attain  a  significant 
improvement  in  the  accuracy  of  our  na¬ 
tional  estimate  for  cattle  and  hogs. 

This  new  technique  features  probabil¬ 
ity  sampling,  utilizing  a  combination  of 
list  and  land  area  survey  procedures.  In 
the  past,  the  livestock  industry,  which 
is  Nebraska’s  largest,  has  suffered  disas¬ 
trous  consequences  as  a  result  of  un¬ 
reliable  statistics.  The  procedures  to  be 
followed  in  this  new  list  system  are  sub¬ 
stantially  different  from  historic  methods 
where  estimates  were  based  primarily 
upon  data  obtained  from  lists  of  farm  op¬ 
erators  exhibiting  a  willingness  to  com¬ 
plete  questionnaires  received  in  the  mail. 
The  new  approach  is  designed  to  provide 
reliable,  independent  estimates,  based  on 
probability  sampling,  at  the  lowest  cost. 
It  is  hoped  that  these  surveys  will  pro¬ 
vide  cattle  and  hog  estimates  with  sam¬ 
pling  errors  of  1  percent  or  less  for  the 
16-State  area. 

In  1969,  farm  marketing  of  both  crops 
and  livestock  totaled  $51.2  billion.  Of  that 
total,  livestock  and  livestock  products 
accounted  for  54  perecent,  or  $27.7  bil¬ 
lion.  Unless  we  have  reliable  marketing 
statistics  that  will  enable  advantageous 
marketing  of  commodities,  somebody  is 
going  to  get  caught  short  and  be  ex¬ 
ploited.  This  is  something  to  be  avoided 
if  at  all  possible.  It  is  good  that  the  need 
for  this  vital  survey  program  has  been 
realized  and  that  the  Department  and 
House  have  followed  through  with  the 
program  which  the  Senate  fought  hard 
to  start  last  year. 

Another  item  of  interest  to  me  and  to 
all  of  the  Great  Plains  States  which  face 
the  yearly  shortage  of  boxcars  for  grain 
shipment,  is  a  research  program  on  tem¬ 
porary  storage  of  high-moisture  feed 
grains.  This  research  is  designed  to  study 
moisture  changes  within  grain  storage 
piles,  identify  active  micro-organisms  in 
high-moisture  grain  storage,  test  chemi¬ 
cals  which  may  inhibit  the  development 
of  fungi  in  high-moisture  grain,  and 
evaluates  temporary  storage  procedures 
and  practices  for  the  Great  Plains  re¬ 
gion. 

This  research  hopefully  will  lead  us  to 
better  temporary  storage  systems.  While 
that  does  not  help  the  transportation 
system,  it  will  help  protect  the  grain  un¬ 
til  it  can  be  transported  or  at  least  stored 
properly. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  now  to 
comment  briefly  upon  the  provisions  in 
the  bill  for  the  funding  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation.  I  subscribe  fully 
to  the  remarks  made  and  the  analysis 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Florida  on  this 
subject. 

It  is  also  my  hope  that  in  future  years 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will 
be  kept  on  a  current  basis,  so  that  in  all 
fairness  not  only  to  the  agriculturalists 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  but 
also  to  the  citizens  of  this  country  we 
will  all  be  aware  of  the  exact  status  of 
the  corporations  financial  structure  and 
just  how  it  is  actually  handled. 

Mr.  President,  that  concludes  my  pre- 
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pared  remarks  with  reference  to  the  bill, 
and  I  revert  now  to  the  subject  I  started 
out  with,  which  is  a  favorite  subject  of 
mine;  namely,  commenting  on  the  illus¬ 
trious  career  of  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  in 
the  Senate  for  almost  24  years. 

During  those  24  years,  he  has  earned 
a  position  of  high  respect  and  great  es¬ 
teem  among  his  colleagues.  He  has  ac¬ 
quired  wide  influence  not  only  among 
Senators  but  also  in  the  field  of  agricul¬ 
ture  generally.  He  enjoys  the  high  re¬ 
spect  of  the  entire  Nation. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  serve  with 
him  for  7  years  and  observe  his  diligence, 
his  fairness,  and  the  way  he  ferrets  out 
the  necessary  information  in  order  to 
work  out  a  balanced  and  workable  bill  to 
fund  Agriculture  Department  activities. 

He  has  never  failed  to  impress  me  with 
his  sound,  careful,  and  thoughtful  ap¬ 
proaches  to  agricultural  problems.  His 
conduct  in  the  hearings  and  in  commit¬ 
tee  sessions  has  been  a  model  of  efficiency 
and  rewarding  productivity  which  should 
be  emulated  by  all  who  are  placed  in 
similar  positions  of  authority. 

Recently,  in  a  more  or  less  reminiscent 
mood,  the  Senator  from  Florida  told  me 
that  his  father  was  a  farmer,  an  agricul¬ 
turalist  in  Florida,  was  an  enterprising 
and  resourceful  fellow.  Apparently,  he 
had  introduced  into  the  agricultural 
scene  in  Florida  a  great  many  innova¬ 
tions,  new  ideas,  and  new  methods  of 
doing  things. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  also  told  me 
that  his  brother  was  engaged  in  work  as 
an  extension  agent  in  that  capacity,  and 
engaged  in  activities  which  meant  much 
to  the  increasing  efficiency  and  produc¬ 
tivity  of  agriculture  in  Florida. 

The  Senator  from  Florida,  being  a  law¬ 
yer  by  profession,  was  not  able  to  get  into 
the  field  of  agriculture  directly,  but  here 
in  the  Senate,  certainly  with  bills  on 
agriculture  and  appropriations  for  agri¬ 
culture,  he  has  done  a  monumental  job 
nationwide  to  advance  and  improve 
agriculture. 

Thus,  he  has  kept  up  the  tremendously 
fine  tradition  of  the  Holland  family,  so 
that  we  are  all  very  grateful  to  them. 

In  due  time,  we  shall  salute  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  even  more  fervently 
and  gratefully;  but,  for  the  present,  I 
confine  my  remarks  to  his  contribu¬ 
tion  in  agricultural  appropriations  ef¬ 
forts,  in  which  he  has  functioned  so 
well. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Well,  Mr.  President, 
I  am  so  grateful  for  that  gracious  state¬ 
ment.  I  wish  I  merited  it  all.  If  I  had 
known  the  Senator  was  going  to  make 
that  statement,  I  might  have  run  again 
for  the  Senate,  because  that  would  have 
been  very  helpful  to  me.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  my  age  and  my  health  prevent 
me  from  running  again. 

I  must  add  one  thing  to  the  very  kind 
things  the  Senator  had  to  say  about  my 
late  father  and  brother.  They  both  had 
green  thumbs.  Anything  they  touched 
would  grow.  Exactly  the  opposite  was 
true  about  me,  so  that  if  I  was  to  do 
anything  for  agriculture,  it  had  to  be 
done-through  some  other  method.  I  chose 
the  only  method  available  to  me,  because 
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I  agree  that  agriculture  is  the  most  im¬ 
portant  enterprise  in  the  Nation.  We 
have  to  eat.  We  have  to  be  clothed.  Our 
tremendous  productive  capacity  gives  us 
the  greatest  ace  in  the  hole  we  have  in 
our  dealings  with  the  rest  of  the  world. 

Thus,  it  has  been  a  great  pleasure  to 
do  anything  that  I  could  for  agriculture. 

I  certainly  do  not  merit  all  the  kind 
things  which  the  Senator  said  about  me, 
but  I  certainly  appreciate  them  all  very 
much,  and  I  thank  him  warmly. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I,  too,  wish  to  commend  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Flori¬ 
da  (Mr.  Holland),  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Appropriations,  and  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  (Mr.  Hruska),  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  subcommittee,  for 
the  careful  consideration  they  have 
given  to  this  bill  and  their  effective  han¬ 
dling  of  it,  as  well  as  the  fairness  which 
they  abundantly  displayed. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land)  is  not  running  for  reelection  this 
year.  If  I  were  a  betting  man,  I  would 
give  big  odds  that  he  would  be  reelected 
and  would  be  back  here  in  the  Senate. 
But  our'  good  friend  from  Florida  has 
decided  not  to  come  back,  which  I  re¬ 
gret  very  much. 

I  was  very  much  interested  in  the 
comments  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
about  the  Senator  from  Florida  concern¬ 
ing  his  father  and  brother.  I  had  not 
realized  that  the  Senator  came  from 
such  an  agricultural  background. 

I  have  often  marveled  at  the  intense 
interest  he  displayed  in  the  problems  of 
agriculture.  I  would  have  understood 
his  motives  better  all  these  years,  had  I 
known  a  little  bit  more  about  his  back¬ 
ground. 

Mr.  President,  this  Agriculture  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  we  are  considering  to¬ 
day  will  be  the  last  appropriations  bill 
our  beloved  and  distinguished  friend 
from  Florida — Senator  Spessard  Hol¬ 
land — will  be  handling  as  chairman. 

As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  Appropriations,  he 
has  dealt  fairly  and  with  great  under¬ 
standing  for  all  agricultural  interests. 
Even  though  there  are  some  farm  pro¬ 
grams  he  is  not  entirely  in  accord  with, 
he  has  always  fought  hard  to  provide 
the  funds  necessary  to  operate  them  as 
'required  by  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  from  experience 
this  Agriculture  appropriations  bill  is  one 
of  the  most  difficult  and  involved  of  all 
of  the  appropriations  bills  that  we  han¬ 
dle.  Senator  Holland  has  given  his 
usual  great  study  and  careful  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  literally  hundreds  of  dif¬ 
ferent  items  contained  in  this  bill. 

Our  friend — Spessard — has  a  long  and 
outstanding  record  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
extending  over  a  period  of  nearly  a  quar¬ 
ter  of  a  century.  Before  that  he  was  the 
Governor  of  Florida — and  one  of  its  best. 
Even  previous  to  that  he  had  a  brilliant 
record  in  the  legislature  of  his  State. 

While  I  am  not  an  attorney,  I  under¬ 
stand  from  my  attorney  friends  in  the 
Senate — and  they  make  up  about  two- 
thirds  of  its  membership — that  Spessard 
Holland  is  rated  as  one  of  the  very  best 
in  my  time.  His  great  ability  as  a  lawyer, 


coupled  with  his  hard  work  and  dedi¬ 
cation,  not  only  to  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  Florida,  but  the  entire  Nation, 
has  enabled  him  to  establish  this  truly 
outstanding  record  as  a  U.S.  Senator. 

Over  the  years  he  has  been  here  in  the 
Senate  he  has  handled  some  of  the  most 
difficult  legislation,  not  the  least  of  which 
was  the  tidelands  oil  bill.  It  was  during 
the  handling  of  this  bill,  and  many  other 
very  difficult  ones,  that  he  demonstrated 
his  unusual  ability  as  a  lawyer  advocate 
and  legislator. 

I  have  often  said  to  my  friend  that,  if 
I  ever  got  into  serious  trouble,  I  do  not 
know  of  anyone  I  would  rather  have  as 
my  lawyer. 

Many  Members  of  the  Senate  during 
my  time  have  established  good  and  out¬ 
standing  records  as  legislators,  but  I 
do  not  know  of  a  single  instance  where  a 
Senator  was  accorded  the  recognition 
and  appreciation  that  our  friend — Spes¬ 
sard  Holland — received  recently  when 
his  friends  in  the  argriculture  industry 
of  Florida  had  a  special  appreciation  day 
to  honor  him.  I  understand  from  people 
who  were  there  that  more  than  3,000 
agricultural  producers  gathered  to  pay 
tribute  to  him — and  a  well-deserved  trib¬ 
ute  it  was.  I  do  not  know  of  a  Member  of 
the  Senate  who  has  fought  harder  or 
more  effectively  for  the  agricultural  in¬ 
terests  of  his  State  than  he. 

He  has  been  almost  solely  responsible 
for  many  great  public  works  projects  of 
all  kinds  in  his  home  State  and  partic¬ 
ularly  water  projects. 

Sometime  people  tend  to  think  of  our 
friend — Senator  Holland — as  a  conserv¬ 
ative  and  I  think  his  viewpoint  on  most 
matters  could  be  so  considered.  There 
have  been  some  notable  exceptions — one 
important  example  was  his  rewriting  of 
the  farm  credit  laws — laws  which,  be¬ 
cause  of  his  keen  thinking,  broad  knowl¬ 
edge,  great  ability,  and  friendly  attitude, 
were  made  much  more  liberal  and  effec¬ 
tive.  This  was  a  godsend  to  innumerable 
farmers.  I  cite  this  piece  of  legislation 
because  it  was  so  typical  of  Spessard 
Holland. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  with  deep  regret 
that  I  look  toward  Spessard  Holland’s 
leaving  the  Senate.  He  has  served  the 
Senate  and  his  State  for  a  long,  long 
time  and,  if  anyone  deserves  a  little  time 
for  relaxation  and  to  enjoy  life  more,  it 
is  Spessard  and  his  most  lovely  wife, 
Mary.  We  need  more  people  in  Washing¬ 
ton  like  Spessard  and  Mary — not  less.  We 
all  wish  them  welt  in  their  future  life, 
and  it  is  our  hope  and  wish  that  we  will 
be  seeing  them  often  in  the  future. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President  I  wish 
to  join  my  colleagues  in  paying  tribute 
to  the  able  leadership  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida,  Spessard 
L.  Holland.  I  have  served  on  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  with  Senator  Holland 
and  I  know  that  under  his  guidance  and 
direction  the  agricultural  interests  of  our 
Nation  have  been  well  served.  Although 
we  have  disagreed  on  some  aspects  of  the 
hunger  problem,  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
spect  for  his  judgment  and  his  keen 
logical  and  analytical  approach  to  legis¬ 
lative  problems.  There  is  no  Senator  who 
is  more  diligent  in  carrying  out  his  legis¬ 
lative  responsibilities,  both  on  the  floor 


of  this  Chamber  and  in  the  committee 
activity  in  which  he  actively  participates. 
His  presence  in  this  body  will  be  sorely 
missed  by  his  colleagues,  his  constituents, 
and  his  Nation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  had  no 
intimation  that  any  such  accolades  would 
be  bestowed  upon  me  at  this  time,  but  I 
appreciate  them  very  greatly.  Indeed,  I 
want  to  make  the  record  clear  on  one 
point,  that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
and  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  are 
two  of  the  best  friends  any  man  ever  had 
who  had  to  preside  over  a  subcommittee 
dealing  with  agricultural  appropriations. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  been 
the  ranking  minority  member  for  the 
past  several  years.  Prior  to  that,  all  the 
time  I  served  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
was  the  ranking  minority  member. 

No  man  has  ever  had  more  complete 
and  thorough  understanding  and  coop¬ 
eration  from  his  associates  than  has 
existed  on  the  part  of  these  two  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  whom  I  count  not  only 
as  dear  friends  of  mine  but  also  as  among 
the  best  friends  of  the  soundest  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  that  this  Nation  has 
ever  seen. 

I  hope  that  the  people  of  their  States 
recognize  that  and  keep  them  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  at  least  until  they  are  the  age  I  have 
attained,  and  I  hope  they  may  be  able 
to  stay  here  for  a  longer  period  of  time. 

I  know  that  the  Nation  would  be  well 
served  as  long  as  they  are  here.  I  thank 
warmly  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  for  his  re¬ 
marks.  I  wish  that  I  deserved  them.  I 
appreciate  them  greatly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  join  my  friends  and  distinguished 
colleagues  in  this  colloquy.  I  agree  whole¬ 
heartedly  with  what  has  been  said 
about  my  good  friend  Spessard  Holland. 

When  he  announced  that  he  was  not 
going  to  run  for  reelection  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  did  my  best  to  persuade  him  to 
change  his  mind.  Even  now,  I  hope  that 
there  may  still  be  a  chance  that  he  will 
reconsider. 

I  know  of  no  other  Senator  who  is 
more  devoted  to  his  work  than  Spessard 
Holland.  He  is  now  the  second  man  in 
seniority  on  the  Agriculture  Committee. 
He  has  served  the  American  farmer  and 
consumer  well.  He  is  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  Subcommittee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee,  where  he 
has  done  a  marvelous  job.  He  has  gone 
into  our  rural-  and  farm-related  prob¬ 
lems,  and  familiarized  himself  with  the 
intricate  details  necessary  to  produce 
each  year  a  fair  bill,  and  a  bill  that  would 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and 
the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  Senator 
Holland  chose  to  serve  on  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  of  the  Senate  as  well  as 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee.  On 
those  two  committees  a  Senator  has  the 
privilege  and  opportunity  of  working  for 
the  protection  and  preservation  of  two 
of  our  most  important  resources — land 
and  water. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  travel 
abroad  on  many  occasions.  I  have  long 
since  concluded  that  only  by  protecting 
and  preserving  these  two  great  resources 
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can  a  country  provide  a  good  life  for  its 
citizens  over  any  length  of  time.  Any 
country  which  fails  to  look  after  its  ag¬ 
ricultural  base  and  care  for  the  land 
itself  will  be  in  trouble. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  has  been  of 
immeasurable  help  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  in  helping  the 
Congress  to  achieve  this  goal.  He  has 
always  attempted  to  devise  more  effec¬ 
tive  ways  and  means  of  protecting  and 
preserving  American  agriculture  as  well 
as  our  land  and  water  resources. 

I  regret  more  than  I  can  say  that  he 
will  not  be  with  us  after  January  3  of 
next  year.  As  I  have  said,  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  yet  too  late  to  persuade  him 
to  reconsider.  He  is  not  too  old  to  con¬ 
tinue  his  service  in  the  Senate.  I  am  very 
hopeful,  Spessard,  that  you  might  change 
your  mind. 

As  Senator  Young  of  North  Dakota  has 
just  stated,  I  doubt  if  he  would  encounter 
any  opposition  if  he  ran  again  as  a  can¬ 
didate  for  the  office  of  Senator  from 
Florida. 

I  am  very  hopeful  that  his  lovely  wife, 
Mary,  will  see  to  it  that  he  again  presents 
himself  for  reelection.  I  am  satisfied  that 
if  he  does,  he  will  be  overwhelmingly  re¬ 
elected.  If  we  cannot  persuade  him  to 
continue  his  service  in  the  Senate,  there 
is  no  doubt  that  this  great  body  will  lose 
much  of  the  advantage  it  presently  has 
because  the  Senator  from  Florida  will  not 
be  serving  on  these  two  important  com¬ 
mittees,  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

In  addition  to  the  great  work  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  and  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  he  has  been 
one  of  the  leading  supporters  of  the  space 
program,  which  has  brought  so  much  ad¬ 
vantage  to  our  country. 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  Senator  Hol¬ 
land  was  one  of  the  leaders  in  the  efforts 
to  bring  to  our  country  this  great  glory 
by  making  it  possible  for  a  representative 
of  our  great  Nation  to  be  the  first  man  on 
the  moon. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  good  friend  to 
come  back  again  to  the  Senate  and  to 
continue  doing  the  job  he  has  so  nobly 
performed  in  the  past. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  from  Georgia  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
a  rare  privilege  indeed  to  join  my  col¬ 
leagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  pay¬ 
ing  tribute  to  my  friend  and  neighbor, 
Spessard  Holland. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  know 
Spessard  Holland  for  30  years,  from  the 
time  he  served  as  Governor  of  Florida. 

When  I  came  to  the  Senate,  13  V2  years 
ago,  I  was  assigned  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  Since  that 
time,  I  have  watched  him  in  his  dedicated, 
courageous,  and  hard  work  for  the  farm¬ 
ers  o.f  our  Nation. 

Senator  Holland  is  one  of  the  hardest 
working  men  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  He 
rarely  ever  misses  attending  a  commit¬ 
tee  meeting,  and  then  only  because  he 
has  other  committee  meetings  which  may 
be  of  more  importance  or  some  important 
previous  engagement. 


I  never  cease  to  be  amazed  at  the  alert¬ 
ness  of  his  mind  and  the  vast  store  of 
knowledge  he  has  accumulated  in  his 
years  of  service.  He  has  been  extremely 
hard  working  and  has  conducted  very 
sound  hearings. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  succeed  Senator 
Holland  as  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agricultural  Credit  and  Rural 
Electrification.  During  the  time  Senator 
Holland  served  as  chairman  of  that  sub¬ 
committee,  he  reorganized  the  credit 
system  of  agriculture  in  this  Nation  and 
made  it  farmer  owned  and  farmer  oper¬ 
ated.  That  was  a  great  contribution  to 
the  rural  people  of  our  Nation. 

Senator  Holland’s  roots  go  deep  in 
Georgia.  His  family  migrated  from  Car- 
roll  County,  Ga.,  to  Florida.  Senator 
Holland  is  a  native  bom  Floridian,  but 
he  attended  Emory  University,  one  of  our 
leading  universities.  He  is  still  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  board  of  trustees  of  Emory 
University  where  his  great  talent  has 
helped  to  make  it  one  of  the  great  uni¬ 
versities  in  our  Nation. 

I  was  saddened  when  he  announced 
that  he  would  not  seek  reelection  to  the 
Senate,  because  I  know  that  his  great 
wisdom,  his  devotion  to  duty,  his  great 
knowledge,  and  his  great  courage  have 
meant  much  not  only  to  the  Senate,  but 
also  to  the  Nation. 

Now  that  he  is  handling  his  last  ap¬ 
propriations  bill,  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  for  our  Nation  and  will 
soon  retire  to  his  beautiful,  sunny  Flor¬ 
ida,  I  join  his  many  friends  in  the  Senate 
and  in  Florida  and  his  millions  of  friends 
throughout  the  Nation  in  wishing  him 
continued  good  health  and  happiness  so 
that  he  and  his  wife,  Mary,  can  enjoy, 
life  with  their  children  and  their  many 
grandchildren  whom  he  so  seldom  has 
the  opportunity  to  see. 

Spessard,  all  of  us  wish  you  Godspeed.. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  junior  Senator  from  Florida  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  GURNEY.  Mr.  President,  I  join  my 
other  colleagues  in  paying  tribute  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  Florida  on  the  oc¬ 
casion  of  his  last  handling  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  bill  for  agriculture. 

I  think  that  I  can  say  with  utter  can¬ 
dor  and  without  argument  from  anyone 
in  the  State  of  Florida  that  no  citizen 
of  our  State  has  ever  had  a  more  dis¬ 
tinguished  career  in  public  service  than 
the  senior  Senator  from  Florida. 

Almost  immediately  when  he  com¬ 
menced  his  adult  life  after  college  he 
entered  public  affairs  in  the  State  of 
Florida.  He  was  a  distinguished  prose¬ 
cuting  attorney  in  his  younger  days,  a 
member  of  the  State  legislature — an  out¬ 
standing  member,  I  might  say — a  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Florida,  of  course,  and  one  of 
the  best  we  ever  had,  and  then  there 
followed  his  many  years  in  the  Senate. 

No  man  from  our  State  has  ever  made 
a  greater  contribution  to  public  life  in 
the  State  of  Folrida  and  no  man  has 
ever  made  a  greater  contribution  to  the 
public  life  of  this  Nation  than  Spessard 
Holland. 

Mention  has  been  made  here  of  his  de¬ 
cision  this  year  to  retire  from  public 
office.  I  can  say  as  a  Republican  and  one 
who,  of  course,  contends  in  the  political 
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battleground  on  the  other  side  from  the 
senior  Senator  from  Florida,  that  there 
never  would  have  been  any  doubt  of  his 
reelection  if  he  had  decided  to  run  again. 
I  think  he  has  as  much  support  from 
Republicans  in  Florida  as  he  does  from 
Democrats.  I  know  that  on  previous  oc¬ 
casions  when  he  has  been  opposed  by 
members  of  my  party  there  really  was 
never  a  contest;  there  was  only  a  slight 
exercise  until  the  Senator  was  reelected. 

He  is  held  in  tremendous  affection 
by  people  all  over  the  State  of  Florida, 
and  that  is  particularly  true  in  the' area 
of  agriculture.  If  one  were  to  say  there 
is  a  “Mr.  Agriculture”  in  Florida,  it  would 
have  to  be  Spessard  Holland.  He  is 
known  by  everyone  in  our  State  who  is 
in  that  business.  Agriculture  is  either  the 
first  or  second  business  in  Florida,  de¬ 
pending  on  who  you  talk  to  and  when; 
but  it  is  a  major  economic  factor  in  our 
State,  whether  it  is  vegetables,  citrus  or 
other  fruits,  tobacco,  cattle,  or  all  the 
other  things  embraced  in  agriculture  in 
Florida.  People  in  that  business  know 
him  not  only  as  a  great  friend  who  has 
espoused  that  cause  year  after  year  in 
public  life  in  the  State,  here  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  in  the  Nation,  but  they  also 
know  him  as  one  who  probably  knows 
more  about  all  of  Florida’s  agriculture 
than  most  people  do. 

As  his  colleague  in  the  Senate  I  can 
say  personally  that  I  will  miss  him  when 
he  leaves.  He  has  always  been  helpful  to 
me,  not  only  in  the  short  time  I  have 
been  in  the  Senate  but  also  in  the  6  years 
I  served  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
This  is  true  in  many  little  things.  Men¬ 
tion  was  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  of  the  work  output  of  our  col¬ 
league.  I  do  not  believe  anyone  in  the 
Senate  works  harder  than  he  does;  and 
he  does  it  in  many  little  ways  other  peo¬ 
ple  do  not  do  it.  If  we  have  delegations 
from  the  State  of  Florida  here,  he  is 
never  too  busy,  even  with  the  enormous 
workload  he  carries — the  committee 
work  and  hours  he  spends  on  the  floor — 
to  meet  with  our  delegations  from  Flor¬ 
ida  no  matter  what  walk  of  life  they 
come  from,  nor  how  humble  nor  great 
they  may  be. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  sign  of  a 
great  public  servant,  one  who  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  helping  the  people,  as  well  as  the 
fame  and  glory  which  goes  with  being  a 
Member  of  the  Senate. 

That  is  why  I  think  the  Senator  is  so 
respected  and  beloved,  and  I  use  that 
word  advisedly,  by  citizens  from  the 
State  of  Florida.  I  hope  when  he  retires 
he  will  spend  a  long  time  enjoying  life 
in  our  State;  and  it  is  a  wonderful  place 
to  live,  away  from  the  hurly-burly  and 
the  many  demands  Congress  presents  to 
its  Members.  If  anyone  ever  earned  a 
rest  after  a  distinguished  career  in  pub¬ 
lic  service,  it  is  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida. 

I  certainly  join  Senators  in  saying  that 
he  will  be  sorely  missed. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Eagleton  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have  had 
the  pleasure  of  knowing  personally  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  Spessard  Holland,  only  since  com¬ 
ing  to  the  Senate  in  January  1969.  How- 
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ever,  as  a  member  of  the  Alabama  State 
Legislature,  and  as  Lieutenant  Governor 
of  Alabama,  it  was  my  privilege  to  fol¬ 
low  Senator  Holland’s  career  from  the 
time  of  his  distinguished  service  as  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  great  State  of  Florida,  on 
through  his  able,  distinguished,  and  il¬ 
lustrious  period  of  sendee  of  24  years  in 
the  Senate. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  hear  Senator 
Holland  make  a  great  extemporaneous 
address  in  Chicago  at  the  1952  Demo¬ 
cratic  National  Convention.  The  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Party  then,  as  now,  was  beset 
with  many  differences  of  opinion,  and 
many  things  that  divided  our  party.  The 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  made  a  great  speech  in  which  he 
sought  to  smooth  over  some  of  the  dif¬ 
ferences  that  existed  in  the  party. 

Since  coming  to  the  Senate,  it  has  been 
a  great  privilege  for  me  to  enjoy  a  close 
association,  I  believe,  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida.  Many 
times  I  have  had  occasion  to  sit  at  the 
same  table  with  him  at  lunch  in  the 
Senators’  private  dining  room  at  the 
table  reserved  for  Democratic  Senators. 
While  I  figuratively  sit  at  his  feet  on 
those  occasions,  I  do  actually  sit  beside 
him,  and  I  have  enjoyed  discussing,  and 
hearing  Senator  Holland  discuss,  elab¬ 
orate  upon,  point  out,  and  explain  to 
the  junior  Senator  from  Alabama,  some 
of  the  great  history  and  traditions,  and 
the  great  personalities  of  the  Senate  in 
the  years  that  he  has  served  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  have  enjoyed  and  profited  greatly 
by  these  periods  when  I  experienced  this 
close  association  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  Florida. 

It  has  been  my  privilege,  too,  of  serv¬ 
ing  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
with  him.  His  grasp  and  great  familiarity 
with  the  intricate  bills  that  he  has 
mastered  and  that  he  presents  from 
time  to  time  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
have  been  a  constant  source  of  amaze¬ 
ment  to  me.  I  have  been  truly  amazed 
with  his  familiarity  and  grasp  of  major 
bills  coming  before  the  Senate  that  are 
not  his  specialty.  I  have  profited  by  the 
experience  that  I  have  had  serving  as  a 
junior  colleague  of  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  President,  I  remember  most  vividly 
one  of  the  first  matters  that  the  U.S. 
Senate  considered  after  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  became  a  Member  of 
this  body.  It  was  the  consideration  of  an 
amendment  of  Senate  rule  XXII,  which 
would  have  allowed  the  application  of 
cloture  on  the  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the 
Senators  present,  rather  than  the  two- 
thirds  majority  as  is  required  under  the 
Senate  rules.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  led  the  fight  of  those  who 
opposed  that  amendment  or  that  effort 
to  amend  the  Senate  rules. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Alabama  the  most  important  vote 
that  has  been  taken  in  the  U.S.  Senate 
in  the  91st  Congress,  whether  the  first 
session  or  the  second  session,  was  on  the 
appeal  by  the  distingushed  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  from  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair,  the  then  Vice  President  Hubert 
Humphrey  of  Minnesota,  under  which 
the  then  Vice  President  had  ruled  that 
cloture  had  been  applied  to  debate  on  the 


amendment  because,  on  the  motion  to 
apply  cloture,  a  majority  of  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  had  voted  to  apply  cloture. 
The  Vice  President  ruled  that  since  the 
vote  was  taken  at  the  start  of  the  session, 
a  majority  of  the  Senate  should  not  be 
denied  the  right  to  amend  the  rules  of 
the  Senate  for  that  session.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  appealed 
from  that  ruling,  and  the  Senate  over¬ 
turned  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  deciding 
in  effect  that  it  takes  a  two-thirds  vote 
rather  than  a  bare  majority  to  apply 
cloture  at  the  start  of  asession  or  any 
other  time. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  holds  the 
distinction  of  being  the  only  Member 
of  either  body  of  the  Congress  who  is  the 
son  of  a  veteran  of  the  War  Between 
the  States.  His  father  was  a  teenager  who 
fought  alongside  Senator  Holland’s 
grandfather  and  was  seriously  wounded 
in  that  war  in  the  battle  of  Kennesaw 
Mountain,  near  Atlanta.  The  fact  that 
Senator  Holland’s  father  and  grand¬ 
father  were  Georgians,  fighting  for  their 
homes  and  for  the  South  does  not  make 
the  junior  Senator  from  Alabama  think 
less  kindly  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  President,  a  man  is  judged  by  the 
company  he  keeps,  by  his  deeds,  by  his 
thoughts  and  motives,  by  his  dedication 
and  sincerity,  by  his  integrity — yes,  and 
by  the  books  he  reads,  by  the  music  to 
which  he  listens.  But,  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  that  a  man  can  be  judged  by 
the  men  he  most  admires — by  who  his 
heroes  are.  So,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Alamaba  is  proud  to  be  categorized  as 
an  admirer  of  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  is  one  of  the  great  Senators  of 
this  time  or  of  any  other  time,  and  the 
Senate  as  an  institution  and  the  individ¬ 
ual  Members  of  the  Senate  will  miss  Sen- , 
ator  Holland.  The  Senate  will  lose  some 
of  its  greatness  because  of  his  leaving 
the  Senate.  It  will  lose  some  of  its  luster 
as  the  greatest  deliberative  body  in  the 
world  if  Senator  Holland  should  leave 
the  Senate  at  the  expiration  of  his  pres¬ 
ent  term. 

So  it  is  my  privilege  to  salute  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Florida,  Mr.  Spessard 
Holland,  whom  I  admire  greatly,  whom 
the  people  of  Alabama  admire  and  look 
on  as  a  great  U.S.  Senator. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
sider  it  a  great  privilege  to  rise  at  this 
time  to  associate  myself  with  all  of  our 
colleagues  who  have  been  paying  these 
deserved  tributes  to  my  friend  and  seat- 
mate,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida,  Spessard  Holland. 

I  have  been  in  the  Senate  now  for  20 
years.  When  I  came  here,  Spessard  Hol¬ 
land  was  already  here.  Scholar  and  sol¬ 
dier — lawyer  and  statesman,  to  me,  in 
a  great  sense,  he  has  been  a  guiding  light. 
If  one  characterization  is  to  be  made  of 
this  fine  gentleman  from  Florida,  I  must 
sayihe  is  Mr.  Integrity  of  the  U.S.  Senate. 
In  all  my  associations  in  this  great  body, 

I  have  never  found  a  man  with  more 
desire  and  more  compelling  concern  to 
live  by  his  convictions.  It  makes  no  little 
difference  to  Spessard  Holland  whether 
the  issue  is  popular  or  unpopular;  the 


only  question  he  has  ever  sought  to  an¬ 
swer  is,  Is  it  good  for  my  Nation?  Is  it 
good  for  the  people  of  this  country? 

I  have  looked  upon  Spessard  Holland 
as  an  older  brother.  We  two  have  chat¬ 
ted  here  and  we  two  have  debated  here, 
formally  and  informally.  We  have  not 
always  agreed,  but  I  have  always  found 
him  very  fair,  very  just,  very  under¬ 
standing,  very  cooperative,  and  never  in 
any  disagreement  has  Spessard  Holland 
been  disagreeable. 

It  is  hard  to  say  that  about  most  men, 
but  one  can  say  it  with  assurance  about 
Spessard  Holland. 

Yet  I  must  add  another  note.  I  think 
much  of  his  success  has  been  due  to  the 
inspiration  of  his  beloved  Mary,  his  de¬ 
voted  wife.  We  have  enjoyed  seeing  her 
here  in  .the  gallery  time  and  time  again 
sharing  our  own  appreciation  of  the 
oratory  of  Spessard  Holland — a  states¬ 
man  at  work.  You  could  almost  see  the 
twinkle  in  her  eye  revealing  her  appro¬ 
bation  and  her  admiration  of  her  dis¬ 
tinguished  husband  . 

Truly  a  family  man,  he  would  tell  me 
about  his  grandchildren  and  his  chil¬ 
dren  and  I  loved  to  listen.  I  think  it  is 
a  fine  thing,  because  I  feel  a  good  family 
man  and  husband  and  parent  not  only 
makes  a  good  citizen  but,  in  my  humble 
opinion,  he  has  the  qualifications  to  be 
a  good  U.S.  Senator. 

When  Spessard  Holland  leaves  the 
Chamber,  something  will  go  along  with 
him.  First  of  all,  it  will  be  the  affection 
and  love  of  his  colleagues,  who  respect 
him  in  such  high  degree.  But  even  more 
than  that,  as  our  distinguished  colleague, 
the  previous  speaker,  Mr.  Allen,  has  al¬ 
ready  said,  something  will  pass  from 
the  Senate.  This  may  be  the  day  of 
Aquarius,  this  may  be  the  age  of  the 
young — I  am  not  ready  to  dispute  that — 
but  in  our  midst  we  have  so  many  with 
gray  hair  who  have  done  so  much  to 
make  this  country  what  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  those  who  are  younger  than 
we  are;  and  Spessard  Holland  is  one  of 
those  gentlemen. 

I  have  said  that  our  love  and  affection 
goes  with  him  as  he  leaves  this  Cham¬ 
ber.  In  a  larger  sense  that  affection  will 
remain  here  as  we  stay  mindful  of  his 
inspiration. 

This  is  an  appropriate  hour  to  express 
our  sentiments  because  there  is  before 
us  the  last  appropriation  bill  that  Sen¬ 
ator  Holland  will  possibly  present  before 
he  retires  to  private  life. 

I  am  sure  life  can  never  be  truly  priv¬ 
ate  for  a  man  with  such  dedication  to 
patriotism  and  such  contribution  that 
the  good  neighbors  and  good  citizens  can 
still  and  will  make  to  community,  State, 
and  Nation. 

And  so  I  say  to  Spessard  Holland  on 
this  morning,  I  pray  that  the  Good  Lord 
will  grant  to  you  and  your  beloved  wife 
and  your  entire  family  many,  many  more 
years  of  health  and  happiness. 

May  they  be  years  of  satisfaction  as 
you  contemplate  your  service  to  mankind. 

May  they  be  years  of  deepest  affection 
now  centered  in  your  home.  And  I  sum 
it  all  in  the  ancient  yet  timely  tribute — 
ad  multos  annos. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
completely  overcome  by  these  more  than 
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generous  statements.  I  just  want  to  say 
first  that  if  I  had  had  any  intimation 
that  they  were  going  to  be  made,  you  can 
be  sure  that  Mary,  Mrs.  Holland,  would 
have  been  advised  and  would  have  been 
up  here  in  the  gallery.  I  think  it  is  the 
one  thing  I  regret,  because  I  think  my 
stock  would  have  been  raised  for  the 
remaining  years  that  I  hope  we  will  en¬ 
joy  together. 

I  am  so  grateful  to  my  distinguished 
colleagues,  my  junior  colleage  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Gurney)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Allen)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Talmadge),  my  seatmate, 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  (Mr. 
Pastore),  my  distinguished  chairman, 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellen- 
der)  ,  who  have  all  been  my  friends.  I  have 
already  made  some  comments -with  re¬ 
spect  to  my  two  friends,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Hruska)  and  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  (Mr.  Young)  . 

I  would  not  want  anybody  to  think 
that  I  feel  I  merit  these  kind  comments, 
but  I  just  appreciate  them  more  than 
you  will  ever  know. 

May  I  say  this  for  the  record,  for 
nothing  else  could  be  said  by  me.  Of 
course,  I  shall  miss  the  Senate,  though 
I  think  that,  at  78  V2 — and  that  is  how 
old  I  shall  be  at  the  end  of  this  year — 

I  am  entitled  to  retire,  and  that  I  should 
retire. 

The  thing  that  I  shall  miss  most 
greatly  is  the  friendship  and  the  kind¬ 
ness  of  Senators,  because  there  is  not  a 
Senator  who  has  spoken  with  whom  I 
have  not,  at  some  time  or  other,  had 
serious  disagreements;  and  yet  the  char¬ 
ity,  the  friendliness,  and  the  brotherli¬ 
ness  that  prevails  here  is  something  that 
cannot  be  replaced  by  anything  else  that 
I  have  ever  experienced  in  life.  It  is  that 
which  I  shall  miss. 

I  am  grateful  to  all  of  you,  more  than 
I  can  say,  and  I  thank  you  from  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  my  heart. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  committee  amendments  be 
agreed  to  en  bloc,  and  that  the  bill  as 
thus  amended  be  regarded,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  further  amendment,  as  original 
text,  provided  that  no  point  of  order 
shall  be  considered  to  have  been  waived 
by  reason  thereof. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  It  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc 
are  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  13,  after  “$100”,  strike 
out  “$146,143,200”  and  Insert  “$157,346,200”; 
in  line  17  after  the  word  “appropriation”, 
strike  out  the  comma  and  “except  that 
$1,000,000  of  the  foregoing  amount  shall  be 
available  for  matching  with  funds  utilized 
for  research  under  public  law  89-502,”;  in 
line  20,  after  the  word  “which”,  strike  out 
“$1,500,000”  and  insert  “$3,760,000”;  and,  on 
page  4,  line  4,  after  “Public  Law  88-250”,  in¬ 
sert  a  colon  and  Provided  further,  That  none 
of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for 
fiscal  1972  of  less  than  the  amount  required 
to  conduct  the  pesticides  research  program 
as  authorized  pursuant  to  Public  Laws  88- 
573  and  89-316;”. 

On  page  4,  line  16,  after  “(21  U.S.C. 
1114b-c)’\  strike  out  “$98,619,750”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$99,369,750”;  and,  in  the  same  line, 


after  the  word  “which”,  strike  out  “$2,000,- 
000”  and  insert  “$1,500,000”. 

On  page  6,  line  20,  after  the  word  “includ¬ 
ing”,  strike  out  “$58,390,000”  and  insert 
“$61,390,000”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  25, 
strike  out  “$4,012,000”  and  insert  “$4,412,- 
000”;  on  page  7,  line  2,  after  “(16  U.S.C. 
582a-582a-7)  ”,  strike  out  “$2,000,000"  and 
insert  “$3,350,000”;  and,  in  line  14,  after 
the  word  “all”,  strike  out  “$65,076,000”  and 
insert  “$69,826,000”. 

On  page  8,  line  1,  after  “$48,560,000;”,  in¬ 
sert  “payments  for  rural  development  work 
under  section  3  (d)  of  the  Act  $10,400,000;”; 
and,  in  line  8,  after  the  word  “all”,  strike 
out  “$140,031,000”  and  insert  “$150,431,000”. 

On  page  8,  line  18,  after  the  word  “em¬ 
ployees”,  strike  out  “$13,515,000”  and  insert 
“$12,932,600”. 

On  page  9,  line  12,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)”,  strike  out  “$1,649,000”  and  insert 
“$1,684,000”. 

On  page  10,  line  2,  after  the  word  “air¬ 
craft”,  strike  out  “$128,557,000”  and  Insert 
“$128,457,000”;  in  line  4,  after  the  word 
“head”,  strike  out  the  colon  and  "Provided, 
That  Public  Law  40,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and 
for  other  purposes,  is  hereby  amended  by 
striking  out  the  period  following  the  last 
proviso  in  the  section  entitled  “Flood  Pre¬ 
vention”,  substituting  a  comma  and  adding 
the  following:  “and  where  the  Army  does 
have  jurisdiction  and  responsibility,  may 
enter  into  agreements  with  the  Army  to  carry 
out  jointly  the  measures  heretofore  set  out 
and  in  areas  where  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  purchase  land  rights  for  structural 
measures,  the  Secretary  in  lieu  of  such  ac¬ 
quisition,  may  reimburse  local  organizations 
for  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of 
land  rights  furnished  by  local  organizations 
as  the  Secretary  deems  equitable  in  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  national  interest,”  ”  and,  in 
fine  19,  after  the  word  "Provided” ,  strike  out 
"further". 

On  page  12,  line  12,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended”,  strike  out  “$6,698,000”  and  insert 
“$5,434,000”. 

On  page  13,  at  the  beginning  of  line  4, 
strike  out  “$74,278,800”  and  insert  "$76,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  14,  at  the  beginning  of  line  11, 
strike  out  “$15,355,000”  and  insert  “$16,- 
355,000”. 

On  page  14,  line  19,  after  “(16  U.S.C.  590a- 
f)”,  strike  out  “$13,876,000”  and  insert  “$14,- 
676,000”. 

On  page  15,  at  the  beginning  of  line  25, 
strike  out  “$14,592,000”  and  insert  “$16,- 
228,000”. 

On  page  16,  line  21,  after  the  word  “laws”, 
strike  out  “$17,716,800”  and  insert  “$17,- 
874,800”. 

On  page  17,  line  14,  after  “$149,247,000”, 
strike  ovlt  the  comma  and  “of  which  $1,- 
000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  re¬ 
leased  only  when  required  to  carry  out  the 
Wholesome  Meat  Act. 

On  page  18,  line  2,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1623 
(b)),  strike  ut  “$1,600,000”  and  insert  “$1,- 
750,000". 

On  page  19,  line  21,  after  “(42  U.S.C. 
1773-1785),  strike  out  “$264,428,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$259,428,000”;  and,  on  page  20,  line  4, 
after  the  word  “program”,  strike  out  “$17,- 
500,000”  and  insert  “$12,500,000”. 

On  page  21,  line  11,  after  “(7  U.S.O. 
1766)”,  strike  out  $24,023,000”  and  insert 
“$24,773,000”. 

On  page  22,  line  15,  after  the  word  "Cor¬ 
poration”,  strike  out  “$152,690,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$150,000,000”. 

On  page  24,  line  20,  after  the  word  “to”, 
strike  out  “$195,500,000”  and  insert  “$190,- 
000.000”. 
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On  page  26,  after  line  23,  insert: 

“INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 

“For  necessary  expenses  involved  in  mak¬ 
ing  payments  to  dairy  farmers  who  have  been 
directed  to  remove  their  milk  from  com¬ 
mercial  markets  because  it  contained  residues 
of  chemicals  registered  and  approved  for 
use  by  the  Federal  Government,  $500,000: 
Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity 
payments  to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  re¬ 
moved  from  commercial  markets  as  a  result 
of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures 
prescribed  by  the  Federal  Government.” 

On  page  27,  after  line  7,  strike  out: 
“Rural  Community  Development  Service 
“salaries  and  expenses 

“For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for,  of  the  Rural  Community  Develop¬ 
ment  Service  in  providing  leadership  and  re¬ 
lated  services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 
development  activities  of  the  Department, 
$230,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  E 
U.S.C.  3109.” 

On  page  27,  line  22,  after  “5  U.S.C.  3109", 
strike  out  “$15,378,000”  and  insert  “$12,412,- 
000”;  and,  in  the  same  line,  after  the  amend¬ 
ment  just  above  stated,  insert  a  comma  and 
“and  in  addition,  not  less  than  $3,434,000 
shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropria¬ 
tion,  “Food  Stamp  Program”  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation”. 

On  page  28,  line  7,  after  “5  U.S.C.  3109”, 
strike  out  “$3,508,650”  and  insert  “$3,748,000”. 

On  page  29,  line  16,  and  after  the  word  “Li¬ 
brary”,  strike  out  “$3,614,750”  and  insert 
“$3,914,750”. 

On  page  30,  line  6,  after  the  word  “Agricul¬ 
ture”,  strike  out  “$3,384,000”  and  insert 
“$3,459,000”. 

On  page  30,  line  15,  after  “5  U.S.C.  3109”, 
strike  out  “$5,559,000”  and  insert  “$6,058,- 
000”;  and,  in  line  21,  after  the  word  “Secre¬ 
tary”,  strike  out  the  colon  and  "Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  not  to  exceed  $269,000  of  funds 
contained  in  the  Working  Capital  Fund  es¬ 
tablished  under  authority  of  Public  Law 
78-129  may  be  used  to  carry  out  responsi¬ 
bilities  under  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964.”. 

On  page  31,  at  the  beginnnig  of  line  13, 
strike  out  “$322,000,000”  and  insert  “$352,- 
000,000”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  14,  strike 
out  “$123,800,000”  and  insert  "$138,800,000”; 
and,  in  the  same  line,  after  the  amendment 
just  above  stated,  strike  out  the  colon  and 
“Povided,  That  an  additional  $20,000,000  is 
placed  in  contingency  reserve  to  be  made 
available  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  con¬ 
ditions  for  expeditious  and  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  rural  electrification  and  rural 
telephone  programs”. 

On  page  32,  line  2,  strike  out  “$14,613,000” 
and  insert  “$14,896,000”. 

On  page  32,  at  the  beginning  of  line  15, 
strike  out  “$30,000,000”  and  insert  “$19,000,- 
000”. 

On  page  33,  line  1,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1926)”, 
strike  out  “$100,000,000”  and  insert  “$60,000,- 
000”. 

On  page  33,  line  10,  after  "(42  U.S.C. 
1490c)”,  strike  out  “$2,125,000”  and  insert 
"$775,000”. 

On  page  33,  line  15,  after  the  word  “ad¬ 
vances”,  strike  out  “$1,000,000”  and  insert 
“$400,000”. 

On  page  34,  line  4,  after  “(40  U.S.C.  461)”, 
strike  out  “$81,150,000”  and  insert  “$84,250,- 
000”;  in  line  5,  after  the  word  “than”,  strike 
out  “$3,250,000”  and  insert  “$2,250,000”;  and, 
in  line  10,  after  the  word  “amended”,  strike 
out  the  comma  and  “of  which  not  more  than 
$250,000  shall  be  available  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Public  Law  91-229”. 
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On  page  35,  line  20,  after  "1969”,  strike 
out  "$2,863,156,331”  and  Insert  "$3,113,156,- 
331”;  and,  in  line  21,  after  the  word  "total”, 
strike  out  "$3,113,155,000  and  Insert  "$3,- 
363,155,000". 

On  page  37,  line  22,  after  the  word  "ex¬ 
ceed”,  strike  out  "$4,054,000”  and  Insert  "$4,- 
226,000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
already  given  notice  that  I  would  call  up 
seven  amendments.  I  am  sorry  that  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  has  for  the  mo¬ 
ment  left  the  Chamber.  I  ask  that  he  be 


recalled.  These  amendments  are  of  par¬ 
ticular  Importance  to  him,  since  he  han¬ 
dled  the  very  great  improvement  and 
enlargement  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  recently  passed  by  the 
Senate,  and  which  these  amendments 
are  intended  to  fund. 

SUMMARY  OF  FOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  report 
(on  page  23)  carried  a  comparative  sum¬ 
mary  of  financing  for  child  nutrition, 
special  milk,  food  stamp  and  transfer 
from  section  32  and  section  416  for  food 


assistance  programs  administered  by  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  That 
table  did  not  reflect  the  $216,579,000  in 
the  budget  amendments  for  the  child 
nutrition  activities. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  re¬ 
vised  table — which  includes  the  amended 
amounts  pursuant  to  the  increases  in 
Senate  Document  91-94 — be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows ; 


FOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
IProgram  level-dollars  in  thousands] 


Fiscal  year  1971 


Program 


A.  Child  nutrition  program: 

1.  Cash  grants  to  States: 

(a)  School  lunch  (sec.  4)_ . . . 

(b)  Free  and  reduced  price  lunches  (sec.  11)_ 

(c)  School  breakfast . . 

(d)  Nonfood  assistance. . . . . 

(e)  State  administrative  expenses _ _ 

(f)  Nonschool  food  program.. . . 

Total,  cash  grants . . . . 

2.  Commodities  to  States _ 1 . . . 

3.  Nutrition  training  activities _ 

4.  Federal  operating  expenses . . 

Total,  child  nutrition  program...... . 

B.  Special  milk  program: 

1.  Milk  (direct  appropriation) . 

2.  Special  sec.  32  funds  used  for  milk  program . 

3.  Administrative  expenses . . . . . 

Total,  special  milk  program . 

Total,  child  nutrition  and  special  milk  programs 

C.  Family  feeding  program: 

1.  Food  stamp  program . . . . 

2.  Direct  distribution  to  families: 

(a)  Section  32  commodities . 

(b)  Financial  assistance  to  States . . 

(c)  Federal  direct  operation  at  local  level.... 

(d)  Section  416 . . . 

Total,  direct  distribution  to  families _ 

3.  Nutrition  supplement . . . . 

Total,  family  feeding . . . . 

D.  Direct  distribution  to  institutions . . 

E.  Nutrition  education  programs . . . . . . 

Total,  food  assistance  program.. . . 


Fiscal  year 
1969 

Fiscal  year 
19701 

Budget 
estimate, 
excluding 
amendments 
in  Senate 
Doc.  91-94 

House  bill, 
excluding 
amendments 
in  Senate 

Doc. 91-94 

Senate  bill 

$162,  034 

$168, 041 

$169, 721 

$169,721 

$225,  000 

54,  000 

134, 800 

200,  000 

200,  000 

356, 400 

3,  500 

12,  000 

15,  000 

15,  000 

15,  000 

748 

15,  000 

12,  500 

17,  500 

15,  000 

153 

2,750 

2,  750 

2,  750 

3,  500 

>  3, 244 

>  13,  572 

» 15,  000 

» 15,  000 

>  15,  000 

223, 679 

346, 163 

414,  971 

419,  971 

629, 900 

292, 107 

230, 205 

264, 465 

264, 465 

264,  465 
750 

3,995 

5,282 

5,542 

5,542 

6,442 

519,  781 

581, 650 

684,  978 

689, 978 

901,  557 

102, 048 

83,314  .. 
20,  000 

103,314 

103,314 

629 

686  .. 

686 

686 

102,677 

104,000  .. 

104, 000 

104, 000 

622,458 

685, 650 

684, 978 

793,978 

1, 005, 557 

250, 981 

610,  000 

1, 250,  000 

1, 250,  000 

1, 250,  000 

192,  668 

182,  015 

160, 300 

160, 300 

160, 300 

4, 154 
1,300 

16,  000 
2,318  .. 

19,  700 

19,  700 

19,  700 

79, 278 

61, 942 

92,  745 

92, 745 

92,745 

277, 400 

262,  275 

272,  745 

272,  745 

272,  745 

8,317 

33, 000 

40,  000 

40, 000 

40,  000 

536, 698 

905, 275 

1, 562, 745 

1, 562, 745 

1, 562, 745 

32, 227 

12, 889 

26,416 

26,416 

26,416 

9, 948 

30, 000 

50, 000 

50,  000 

50, 000 

1,201,332 

1,633,814 

2,324, 139 

2, 433, 139 

2, 644,718 

i  Revised  to  reflect  approval  of  Public  Law  91-207  (Mar.  12,  1970)  to  provide  additional  funds  for 
child  nutrition  program. 

r  Excludes  balances  carried  forward  to  succeeding  year, 
i  Includes  administrative  expenses. 


Note:  The  Budget  estimate  and  House  bill  amounts  for  1971  shown  below  do  not  include  the 
additional  amounts  requested  in  Senate  Document  No.  91-94,  submitted  on  July  1,  1970.  These 
additional  amounts  were  not  considered  by  the  House. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  already  stated 
that  the  supplemental  budget  item 
reached  us  after  the  markup.  However  we 
knew  it  was  imminent,  and  we  were  given 
authority  by  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee  to  offer  this  item  as  an 
amendment  to  the  committee  bill,  which 
I  now  do. 

For  the  information  of  Senators  and 
the  general  public,  there  was  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  yesterday, 
July  7,  on  page  S10736,  the  budget 
amendment  (Senate  Document  91-94) 
pertaining  to  the  additional  $216  million 
requested  for  the  child  nutrition  pro¬ 
gram,  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  summarizing  the  amounts 
requested  for  various  purposes,  and  the 
justification  from  the  department  as  to 
the  need  and  purpose  of  the  additional 
funds  requested,  the  texts  of  the  seven 


proposed  amendments  to  the  pending 
bill  to  implement  this  budget  request, 
and  a  brief  explanation  of  each  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  these 
amendments  is  to  raise,  by  $216  million 
plus,  the  appropriation  for  the  school 
lunch  program,  so  as  to  conform  to  the 
program  which  we  passed  so  recently 
here  in  Congress,  and  which  has  become 
law  through  the  signature  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  these  seven 
amendments  to  the  desk  at  this  time,  and 
ask  that  they  be  reported.  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  have  them  considered 
separately,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  it 
might  save  time  to  have  them  considered 
en  bloc;  and,  after  they  are  reported, 
I  shall  make  the  request  that  they  be 
considered  en  bloc. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  the 
proposed  amendments,  as  follows: 

Page  19,  Line  19,  following  “1751-1761)” 
insert  Public  Law  91-248” 

Page  19,  Line  21,  strike  ”,  $259,428,000”  and 
insert  Public  Law  91-248,  $476,007,000” 

Page  20,  Line  2,  strike  “$48,347,000”  and 
insert  "$204,747,000” 

Page  20,  Line  3,  strike  the  word  "schools” 
and  insert  "school  children” 

Page  20,  Line  4,  strike  “$12,500,000”  and 
insert  "$15,000,000” 

Page  20,  Line  5,  strike  “$750,000”  and  insert 
“$1,500,000” 

Page  20,  Lines  7  and  8,  strike  "to  remain 
available  until  September  30  of  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year”  and  Insert  Provided 
further,  that  funds  provided  herein  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended” 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
already  explained  that  these  seven 
amendments,  at  various  places,  in  the 
bill,  together  provide  for  an  additional 
$216  million  to  fund  the  increased  school 
lunch  program  which  we  recently  passed. 
They  are  all  needed  at  the  various  places 
in  the  bill  to  accomplish  that  single  re¬ 
sult.  I  ask  unanimous  consent,  therefore, 
that  they  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  the 
amendments  will  be  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  while 
I  am  willing  to  answer  any  questions  that 
may  be  addressed  to  me,  I  think  that  the 
purpose  of  these  amendments  is  now  well 
understood;  and,  unless  there  are  ques¬ 
tions,  I  am  ready  to  have  them  voted 
upon  by  the  Senate. 

I  invite  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Nebraska  to  make  any  comments  he 
cares  to  make  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and  man¬ 
ager  of  the  bill  has  stated  the  case  well. 
He  has  stated  the  necessity  and  the  basis 
for  these  amendments.  This  Senator  is  in 
full  accord  with  them,  and  supports  them. 
They  are  occasioned,  of  course,  by  the 
signature  into  law  by  President  Nixon 
of  Public  Law  91-248.  It  is  commonly 
agreed  that  they  will  vastly  expand  and 
improve  the  field  in  which  this  law  op¬ 
erates.  I  think  we  should  go  forward  with 
them.  They  have  been  discussed  among 
the  members  of  the  committee,  and  it 
was  agreed  that  this  is  the  fashion  in 
which  we  should  approach  the  situation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend.  A  full  explanation  of  the 
matter  appears  in  the  item  that  I  placed 
in  the  Record  yesterday,  at  page  S10736 
of  yesterday’s  printed  Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  for  a  vote  on  these 
amendments  en  bloc.  • 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  en  bloc  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr  President,  there 
may  be  other  amendments.  I  see  in  the 
Chamber  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Delaware  (Mr.  Williams),  with  whom  I 
have  agreed  so  long  on  the  matter  of  re¬ 
quiring  full  restoration  of  the  depleted 
borrowing  capacity  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  each  year,  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  law  which  he  authored 
some  years  ago. 

I  am  happy  to  be  able  to  say  to  him 
that  under  this  bill,  for  the  first  time, 
we  have  &  complete  restoration  through 
last  year — the  last  year  on  which  we 
have  completed  audits — of  the  deficit 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  I 
am  happy  also  to  say  to  him  that  this 
comes,  not  just  by  action  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  but,  for  the  first  time,  by  request  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which  had 
been  requested,  as  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  knows,  for  several  years,  not 
only  by  the  present  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 


culture  but  also  by  the  preceding  one,  to 
take  just  that  action. 

I  hope  that  we  may  not  only  have  that 
item  included  in  the  bill,  which  I  know 
to  be  in  accord  with  the  Senator’s  desire, 
but  that  we  may  also  keep  it  in  confer¬ 
ence,  because  the  other  body  saw  fit  to 
reduce  that  total  restoration  by  $250 
million,  which  our  committee  has  re¬ 
stored  in  reporting  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yiqld. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  noticed 
this  change  in  the  bill,  and  I  both  com¬ 
pliment  and  thank  the  Senator  from 
Florida  for  his  attentidn  to  this  problem. 

On  the  surface  this  would  appear  to 
be  a  $250-million  increase  in  appropria¬ 
tions;  but,  as  we  have  explained  many 
times  before  in  discussing  this  item,  these 
expenditures  have  been  made,  and  pay¬ 
ment  for  these  expenditures  by  restora¬ 
tion  of  funds  have  to  be  made  under  the 
basic  law.  Once  the  expenditures  are 
made  it  is  merely  a  matter  of  reimburs¬ 
ing  the  capital  and  restoring  money  that 
has  already  been  spent. 

The  objection  I  had  presented  hereto¬ 
fore  was  that  we  were  not  giving  a  true 
picture  to  the  American  taxpayers  as  to 
the  cost  of  these  programs,  and  that  was 
the  basis  of  the  law  we  put  through  with 
the  support  of  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
of  which  I  was  a  sponsor,  which  required 
annual  appropriation  for  the  full  cost  of 
these  programs.  We  have  had  a  little 
difficulty  in  past  years,  as  the  Senator 
knows,  in  getting  this  deficiency  brought 
up  to  date,  but  I  am  glad  that  it  has 
been  brought  up  to  date  now,  and  I  hope 
the  conferees  will  retain  it.  In  the  fu¬ 
ture  I  hope  we  will  have  full  restoration 
for  these  items  in  annual  appropriation 
bills  so  that  we  will  know  exactly  what 
the  costs  of  these  programs  are. 

I  remember  the- situation  where  for  2 
or  3  years  this  expenditure  was  left  out 
of  the  budget  to  give  a  false  impression 
that  they  were  reducing  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
by  $2  or  $3  billion. 

That  represented,  not  a  reduction  in 
budget  expenditures  but  merely  a  post¬ 
ponement  of  payments. 

The  result  of  that  delay  was  that  they 
became  approximately  $5  billion  delin¬ 
quent  in  making  these  reimbursements. 
The  money  had  been  spent,  and  there 
was  no  possible  chance  of  recovery.  Yet  it 
gave  the  impression  for  2  or  3  years  that 
Congress  was  reducing  the  cost  of  the 
agricultural  programs  when  in  reality  we 
were  increasing  them.  I  said  that  we 
needed  more  truth  in  Government.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  supported  that 
position. 

While  this  action  here  today  looks  on 
the  surface  like  a  $250  million  increase, 
it  is  in  reality  not  the  increase  of  a  dime 
above  what  already  has  been  spent  under 
the  basic  law. 

As  the  Senator  from  Florida  knows,  I 
have  been  trying  for  years  to  change  cer¬ 
tain  features  of  the  basic  law  which 
would  reduce  the  cost  of  these  farm  pro¬ 
grams,  and  I  think  it  should  be  done. 
When  we  get  this  bill  before  us  for  the 
new  agricultural  program  I  will  again  be 
working  toward  trying  to  reduce  the  cost 
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of  this  agricultural  program.  I  think  it 
is  too  high.  But  once  the  program  has 
been  enacted,  once  the  commitment  has 
been  made  and  the  expenditures  have 
been  made  I  think  we  have  no  choice  but 
to  recognize  it,  as  the  committee  has 
done.  I  compliment  both  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  the  committee  on  giv¬ 
ing  us  a  little  truth  in  Government  on 
this  point,  and  I  hope  it  will  be  continued 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator. 

I  think  it  would  be  a  source  of  comfort 
to  both  the  Senator  from  Delaware  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  when  we  both 
leave  the  Senate  at  the  end  of  this  year, 
if  we  accomplish,  after  this  fight  of  about 
10  years,  what  we  set  out  to  do  about 
that  long  ago.  We  have  gone  a  little  at 
a  time.  I  hope  we  can  have  a  complete 
restoration  this  year,  so  that  those  who 
follow  us  may  not  be  confronted  with 
the  tremendous  deficit, that  had  accumu¬ 
lated  at  the  time  we  started  on  this 
matter.  It  would  be  a  source  of  com¬ 
fort  to  me,  at  least,  if  we  could  accom¬ 
plish  this,  and  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  feels  the  same  way. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agree. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the 
happy  conclusion  to  this  item,  at  least 
for  this  year,  was  not  achieved  without 
some  travail  and  some  great  effort.  I  do 
know  that  in  the  discussions  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  as  well  as  in  the  subcommittee, 
it  was  a  source  of  great  comfort  and  re¬ 
assurance  to  know  that  we  would  ulti¬ 
mately  have  the  support  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  when  the  matter  got  to 
the  floor,  and  it  was  always  forthcoming, 
with  good  force  and  with  good  effect.  So 
between  the  two  efforts,  those  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  and  those  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  we  have 
achieved  a  good  plan. 

I  join  in  the  thought  that  it  should 
thrust  itself  into  the  future  years  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Public  Law  480. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  comments. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  advised 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
wish  to  propose  an  amendment.  I  know 
of  no  other  amendments. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  has  an  amendment  of 
which  I  am  cosponsor.  Before  third  read¬ 
ing  I  would  want  a  quorum  call  in  order 
to  alert  his  office  to  have  him  come  to 
the  Chamber.  But  if  other  amendments 
are  pending  we  can  go  ahead  with  them. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  HouSe  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  \>ne  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  ube  House 
had  passed  the  following  bills  of  tho  Sen¬ 
ate,  each  with  an  amendment,  in  vmich  it 
requested  the  concurrence  of  the  Semite : 

S.  1046.  An  act  to  protect  consumers  >?y 
providing  a  civil  remedy  for  misrepresent^ 
tion  of  the  quality  of  articles  composed  iiv 
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^planned,  developed  and  operated  by  and 
ir  Indians.  Altogether,  obligational  au- 
jrity  for  Indian  programs  run  by  the 
Federal  Government  has  increased  from 
a  litbte  over  $598  million  in  Fiscal  Year 
1970  toyalmost  $626  million  in  Fiscal  Year 
1971. 

FinallsNJ  would  mention  the  impact  on 

the  Indiamjjopulation  Df  the  series  of 

welfare  reform  proposals  I  have  sent  to 
the  Congress. because  of  the  high  rate  of 
unemployment  \^,nd  underemployment 
among  Indians, 'toere  is  probably  no 
other  group  in  they country  that  would 
be  helped  as  directlySmd  as  substantially 
by  programs  such  as  t\e  new  Family  As¬ 
sistance  Plan  and  the  jn-oposed  Family 
Health  Insurance  Plan,  it  is  estimated, 
for  example,  that  more  tmm  half  of  all 
Indian  families  would  be  ^eligible  for 
Family  Assistance  benefits  and  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  legislation  is  therefore  of 
critical  importance  to  the  American 
Indian. 

This  Administration  has  broken  a  Ispod 
deal  of  new  ground  with  respect  to 
fiian  problems  in  the  last  17  months, 
have  learned  many  things  and  as  a  result' 
we  have  been  able  to  formulate  a  new 
approach  to  Indian  affairs.  Throughout 
this  entire  process,  we  have  regularly 
consulted  the  opinions  of  the  Indian 
people  and  their  views  have  played  a 
major  role  in  the  formulation  of  Federal 
policy. 

As  we  move  ahead  in  this  important 
work,  it  is  essential  that  the  Indian  peo¬ 
ple  continue  to  lead  the  way  by  partici¬ 
pating  in  policy  development  to  the 
greatest  possible  degree.  In  order  to  fa¬ 
cilitate  such  participation,  I  am  asking 
the  Indian  members  of  the  National 
Council  on  Indian  Opportunity  to  spon¬ 
sor  field  hearings  throughout  the  nation 
in  order  to  establish  a  continuing  dia¬ 
logue  between  the  Executive  branch  of 
government  and  the  Indian  population 
of  our  country.  I  have  asked  the  Vice 
President  to  see  that  the  first  round  of 
field  hearings  are  completed  before 
October. 

The  recommendations  of  this  Admyi- 
istration  represent  an  historic  step  for¬ 
ward  in  Indian  policy.  We  are  proposing 
to  break  sharply  with  past  approaches  to 
Indian  problems.  In  place  of  a  long  series 
of  piecemeal  reforms,  we  suggest  a  new 
and  coherent  strategy.  In  place  of  policies 
which  simply  call  for  more.'spending,  we 
suggest  policies  which  -Call  for  wiser 
spending.  In  place  of  policies  which  oscil¬ 
late  between  the  deadly  extremes  of 
forced  termination  and  constant  pater¬ 
nalism,  we  suggest/a  policy  in  which  the 
Federal  governmpfit  and  the  Indian  com¬ 
munity  play  complementary  roles. 

But  most  importantly,  we  have  turned 
from  the  question  of  whether  the  Federal 
government  has  a  responsibility  to  In¬ 
dians  to  the  question  of  how  that  respon¬ 
sibility/can  best  be  fulfilled.  We  have 
concluded  that  the  Indians  will  get  bet¬ 
ter  programs  and  that  public  monies  will 
bq'more  effectively  expended  if  the  people 
10  are  most  affected  by  these  programs 
''are  responsible  for  operating  them. 

The  Indians  of  America  need  Federal 
assistance — this  much  has  long  been 
clear.  What  has  not  always  been  clear, 
however,  is  that  the  Federal  government 


needs  Indian  energies  and  Indian  leader¬ 
ship  if  its  assistance  is  to  be  effective  in 
improving  the  conditions  of  Indian  life. 
It  is  a  new  and  balanced  relationship 
between  the  United  States  government 
and  the  first  Americans  that  is  at  the 
heart  of  our  approach  to  Indian  prob¬ 
lems.  And  that  is  why  we  now  approach 
these  problems  with  new  confidence  that 
they  will  successfully  be  overcome. 

Richard  Nixon. 

The  White  House,  July  8,  1970 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Mr.  President, 
I  call  up  my  amendment  and  ask  that  it 
bo  stated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  23,  line  8,  Insert  the  following: 
after  the  word  “regulations”  strike  the 
period,  add  a  colon  and  the  following: 

And  provided  further.  That  no  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  this  aot  shall  be  used  to  formu¬ 
late  or  carry  out  any  price  support  program 
(other  than  for  sugar)  under  which  pay¬ 
ments  aggregating  more  than  $20,000  under 
all  such  programs  are  made  to  any  person 
on  any  crop  planted  in  the  fiscal  year  1971. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
not  a  sufficient  second. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Mr.  President, 
I  shall  defer  the  request  and  make  it 
later. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  shall  be  glad  in  any 
way  I  can  to  aid  in  getting  a  quorum  for 
a  request  for  the  yeas  and  nays,  when 
the  Senator  concludes  his  presentation. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  President,  recently  I  sent  a  letter 
to  Illinois  farmers  and  farm-connected 
citizens  asking  for  two  things :  First,  their 
opinion  on  a  bill  I  introduced  last  April 
30  limiting  farm  subsidies  to  $20,000  per 
producer  per  year.  Second,  I  asked  what 
they  thought  of  the  general  farm  situa¬ 
tion. 

On  the  proposal  to  limit  subsidy  pay¬ 
ments  I  can  report  to  the  Senate  that 
the  results  were  extremely  gratifying ;  on 
the  second,  seriously  disturbing. 

Before  discussing  the  nature  of  these 
responses,  let  me  say  something  about 
the  letters  themselves:  First  of  all,  late 
May  and  early  June  is  planting  time  in 
Illinois:  Full-time  crop  farmers  are  out 
in  the  fields  from  before  dawn-up  until 
after  dark  getting  out  soybeans  and  corn ; 
disking,  harrowing,  applying  fertilizer, 
keeping  equipment  running,  and  in  their 
spare  time  trying  to  find  time  to  feed 
the  livestock — a  job  that  takes  the  better 
part  of  a  day  alone  in  the  normal  season. 
As  a  result,  coming  home  at  night  and 


sitting  down  to  write  a  letter  to  his 
Senator  in  Washington  is  a  pretty  re¬ 
liable  indication  that  the  farmer  cares. 
Moreover,  most  of  the  letters  are  not 
neatly  typed  on  heavy  letterhead  sta¬ 
tionery  by  a  high-priced  secretary;  they 
come  in  handwritten,  on  school  notebook 
paper,  or  on  the  back  of  post  cards  and 
envelopes  or  scrawled  on  lined  sheets  in 
the  shaky  hand  of  the  elderly  farmer. 
They  are  written  by  farm  wives,  them¬ 
selves  tired  from  part  of  the  day  in  the 
-■»  field  with  their  husbands  and  the  other 
part  in  the  kitchen  and  attending 
the  children.  In  short,  they  come  from  the 
people — directly,  unvarnished  with  polite 
phrases  or  clever  suggestions,  and  com¬ 
pletely  sincere  in  what  they  say  to  their 
Senator.  Those  letters,  Mr.  President,  are 
what  my  remarks  are  based  on  today — 
not  my  opinion,  but  theirs;  not  the  cor¬ 
porate  farm  position,  neatly  phrased  by 
the  skilled  hand  of  a  lobbyist-lawyer,  but 
the  outpouring  of  expressions  from  the 
family  farm — the  group  I  am  concerned 
about.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
sampling  of  these  letters  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Highland,  III., 

May  31,  1970. 

Dear  Hon.  R.  T.  Smith  :  I  just  want  to  tell 
you  that  myself  and  all  my  farm  friends  are 
100%  for  your  bill  S.  3782  limiting  the  sub¬ 
sidy  payments  to  not  more  than  $20,000  to 
any  one  farmer. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Henry  E.  Walter. 


Rinard,  III., 

May  27,  1970. 

Dear  Mr.  Smith:  First  of  all,  let  me  thank 
you  for  your  letter  of  concern  for  the  farm 
and  farmers  of  this  great  land  of  ours. 

Not  often  does  a  clod  buster  get  a  nice 
letter  from  a  man  of  your  position. 

Now  for  my  opinion  of  the  farm  situation 
and  the  subsidy  bill.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
any  person  buying  land  for  investment 
should  not  be  allowed  to  draw  a  subsidy  at 
all.  Only  people  that  make  their  entire  living 
and  income  from  farming  or  that  owned  the 
land  before  retiring  from  the  farm  or  farm¬ 
ing  operation  should  be  allowed  subsidy  on 
any  farm.  And  above  all,  incorporated  farm  or 
farming  should  not  be  allowed  to  draw  sub¬ 
sidies. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  this  is  the  reason  the 
young  farm  boys  leave  the  farm.  They  can’t 
live  with  the  competition  of  big  corpora¬ 
tions.  And  I  might  add  that  interest  rates 
are  so  high  a  young  man  just  can’t  borrow 
from  scratch  and  make  it  pay. 

In  general,  I  think  your  presetnation  to 
the  President  is  about  the  way  I  feel.  There 
is  one  thing  that  I  think  the  government 
should  not  do,  is  buy  and  store  grain,  hold  it 
off  the  market  and  when  the  price  for  corn 
for  example,  gets  up  to  a  good  price,  then  they 
dump  bushels  of  grain  on  the  market  to  hold 
the  price  down  deliberately.  This  has  been 
done  in  the  past  and  has  hurt  many  farmers 
in  the  $500.00  to  $1,500  bracket  and  the  gov- 
vernment  had  no  concern  for  the  farmer  only 
to  keep  us  under  government  control. 

I  don’t  think  we  as  farmers  are  anyway 
near  on  equal  terms  with  any  other  segment. 
I  think  if  we  were  allowed  to  vote  on  a  bill 
down  here  on  a  grass  root  level  your  bill 
probably  would  be  passed  by  a  large  majority. 
Thank  you  for  accepting  my  opinion  in  your 
consideration.  Luck  to  you  from  us  down 
here. 

Sincerely, 

M.  E.  Wheeler. 
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Cissna  Park,  III., 

May  27,  1970. 

Dear  Sir:  I  was  born  and  raised  on  the 
farm  and  am  67  years  old  and  raised  8  chil¬ 
dren,  sent  them  all  through  high  school  and 
no  further  and  kept  them  busy,  never  once 
was  any  of  them  drunk  or  even  had  too  much 
liquor  or  was  in  jail  and  on  Sundays  took 
them  all  to  church  with  me  and  worked  hard 
all  my  life  12  months  a  year.  I  own  120  acres 
and  still  have  a  mortgage  on  it,  had  a  good 
living  and  didn’t  waste  a  thing  but  we  are 
happy  and  content,  so  you  can  see  that  we 
could  not  have  gotten  more  than  our  share 
all  we  have  done  is  survived.  I  contact  small 
farmers  from  five  counties  every  day  as  I 
operate  a  magneto  shop  on  the  farm.  One 
farmer  told  me  the  other  day  in  our  govern¬ 
ment  we  don’t  need  a  university  degree  only 
we  need  a  man  that  goes  to  church  on  Sun¬ 
days  and  the  old-fashioned  way.  This  man 
stated  was  a  little  more  horse  sense,  which 
is  not  taught  in  colleges  you  have  to  get  that 
on  your  own. 

X  read  your  letter  over  and  I  will  back  up 
every  statement  you  have  made  and  rather 
than  to  think  about  $20,000  is  too  low  I  would 
rather  think  it  is  even  plenty  high  and  on 
the  other  hand  I  would  rather  say  this  event 
should  never  have  happened  and  if  it  is  a 
human  error  let  us  correct  it  in  a  hurry  be¬ 
fore  it  is  too  late.  As  you  know  the  outlook 
on  the  farm  is  pityful  today  so  many  farmers 
tell  me  day  by  day  here  we  have  hired  a  man 
as  secretary  of  agriculture  and  paying  him 
big  money  to  help  the  farmer  but  instead  he 
is  helping  only  himself  and  the  rich  man 
who  really  don’t  need  so  much  help.  I  say 
keep  these  farmers  on  the  farm  where  they 
like  it  and  belong  as  most  of  them  are  trained 
to  the  job  and  not  much  good  for  anything 
else.  After  we  got  these  farmers  sold  out  and 
moved  to  town  would  be  hard  to  get  them  to 
go  back  and  get  them  started  over  again.  Too 
many  city  folks  seem  to  think  they  don’t  need 
the  farmer  but  they  don’t  seem  to  realize  that 
the  first  step  in  this  country  was  farming. 
Let’s  raise  some  corn. 

Yours  very  truly, 

t.kvt  a.  Young  Ignition  Service. 

Metropolis,  III., 

May  27,  1970. 

Senator  Ralph  Tyler  Smith, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  Smith:  Received  your  letter  yesterday 
asking  opinion  on  your  bill  you  introduced 
to  become  a  law  for  farm  payments.  I  heartily 
agree  with  you,  that  the  farm  program  the 
past  years  has  only  helped  the  rich  farmers 
and  put  many  small  farmers  out  of  business. 
Many  small  farms  have  been  bought  by  the 
land  sharks,  and  the  buildings  have  been  left 
to  go  to  ruin  and  the  small  farmer  migrated 
to  the  city  or  urban  areas.  This  is  a  shame 
and  disgrace.  We  pay  tax  on  360  acres,  some 
of  it  is  woods  lot  and  we  receive  a  very 
small  payment  on  feed  grains,  and  we  don’t 
raise  any  com.  We  have  hay  and  soy  beans  in 
and  about  14  acres  wheat  and  oats.  Our  feed 
grain  program  payment  is  a  little  over  700 
dollars.  Many  of  our  neighbors  get  less  and 
none  that  I  have  heard  of  near  here  ever  get 
1,000.  I  think  $20,000  is  even  more  than  these 
land  sharks  need  that  buy  up  these  small 
farms  just  to  have  the  acres  to  raise  their 
payments.  Many  people  would  like  to  have, 
and  live,  raise  children  in  the  country.  But 
their  allotments  are  so  small  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  doesn’t  help  them.  Therefore  they  sell 
out  and  move  to  the  city  or  urban  areas. 

I  do  hope  you  can  help  the  small  farmer  so 
more  can  live  in  the  country.  Something  has 
to  take  place  to  stop  the  land  sharks,  or  we 
won’t  have  any  more  country  people  and 
cutting  their  A.S.C.S.  large  payments  is  one 
way  it  could  be  done.  But  there  have  been  so 
much  damage  done  already  to  our  small 
farmers  it  may  be  too  late.  I  am  100%  be¬ 
hind  you  in  trying  to  get  the  payments  cut 


for  the  large  farmers  that  is  all  they  are 
interested  to  get  large  payments  and  buy 
more  land. 

Yours  truly, 

Mrs.  Raymond  Mitchell. 

Mascoutah,  III., 

May  30,1970. 

Senator  Ralph  Tyler  Smith, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Smith:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  asking  for  my  opinion  on  farm  pro¬ 
grams,  ceilings,  etc. 

I  am  a  farmer  in  St.  Clair  County.  I  farm 
about  700  acres  and  participate  in  the  wheat 
and  feed  grain  programs  almost  to  the  fullest 
extent.  This  700  acres  is  ground  that  I  rent 
from  the  owners.  The  total  payment  for  all 
farms  is  about  $12,000.00.  Of  this  I  get  about 
$8,000.  As  a  rough  estimate,  I  figure  the 
total  payment  is  broken  into  3  parts  (in  my 
particular  case)  :  y3  to  landlord  (he  has  no 
expense  other  than  taxes) ,  y3  to  cover  my 
expenses  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
program  and  y3  profit  for  me.  These  per¬ 
centages  may  vary  from  time  to  time  but 
I  believe  what  I  have  stated  to  be  real 
close. 

I  hire  very  little  help,  I  have  a  15  year  old 
son  who  helps  a  lot  when  he  isn’t  in  school. 
I  clear  about  7  to  10,000  dollars  per  year  on 
this  operation  and  work  too  hard.  I  am  not 
afraid  of  work  but  I  know  when  I  am  work¬ 
ing  at  least  3  times  as  hard  as  some  of  my 
friends  who  earn  more.  -/ 

I  thought  you  may  be  interested  in  ’the 
above  facts  for  your  study  of  the  problem. 

Now  my  answer  to  your  question.  I  do 
believe  that  there  should  be  a  limit  on  pro¬ 
gram  payments.  I  believe  $20,000  is  too  low 
and  would  think  that  about  $35-$40,000 
would  be  a  better  figure. 

I  also  believe  that  payments  should  be 
higher  for  the  smaller  farmers. 

I  do  not  believe  1  should  have  to  farm  700 
acres  to  make  a  decent  living.  I  am  46  years 
old,  six  feet  one  inch  tall  and  weigh  210 
lbs.  and  in  good  health.  I  do  know  that  I 
cannot  keep  this  pace  much  longer. 

I  think  the  present  wheat  and  feed  grain 
programs  are  pretty  decent  but  would  rec¬ 
ommend  higher  payments  for  small  farms 
(less  than  500  acres) . 

One  thing  I  failed  to  mention  is  that  my 
financial  statement  to  my  banker  shows  a 
machinery  investment  of  $35-$40,000.  I  also 
pay  $360  personal  property  tax.  Many  people 
(my  doctor  for  example  pays  $13  tax  on 
his  personal  property  that  he  earns  his  living 
with) ,  pay  little  or  no  tax  on  the  tools  they 
earn  their  living  with. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  to  read  this  and 
your  interest  in  farm  programs. 

Yours  truly, 

Robert  Grodeon. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Mr.  President, 
better  than  90  percent  of  the  thousands 
who  took  the  time  to  write  personal  let¬ 
ters  to  me  strongly  favored  a  ceiling  of 
$20,000  or  less  on  crop  subsidies.  Their 
feelings  were  far  from  lukewarm  on  this 
subject.  These  farmers — the  actual  re¬ 
cipients  of  the  subsidy  payments,  used 
terms  like  “long  overdue,”  or  “100  per¬ 
cent  behind  you,”  and  “definitely  favor,” 
“with  you  all  the  way.”  Although  I  ex¬ 
pected  the  majority  of  Illinois  citizens — 
farmers  and  nonfarmers  alike — to  favor 
the  bill,  I  confess  I  was  surprised  at  the 
depth  of  their  opposition  to  million-dol- 
lar  payments  to  one-half  of  1  percent  of 
the  subsidy  payees.  In  fact,  many  who 
wrote  urged  the  Government  to  get  out 
of  farming  entirely,  and  pointed  to  chro¬ 
nically  low  prices  for  commodities  pres¬ 
ently  covered  by  Government  programs 
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as  contrasted  to  the  healthy  character 
of  farm  products  still  operating  un¬ 
shackled  by  ponderous  Federal  regula¬ 
tion. 

In  my  letter  to  Illinois  citizens,  I  had 
pointed  out  that  the  average  ASC  pay¬ 
ment  was  approximately  $1,450,  and 
fully  one-third  of  all  recipients  receive 
less  than  $500,  while  0.51  percent  receiv¬ 
ing  over  $20,000  each  hog,  about  14  per¬ 
cent  of  all  subsidy  payments.  Many  who 
read  this  letter  were  totally  ignorant  of 
the  grossly  disproportionate  payments 
to  the  few  and  the  rich.  It  would  be  fair 
to'  say,  Mr.  President,  that  their  con¬ 
sensus  was  that  the  Government  was 
only  trying  to  make  the  rich  richer,  while 
the  poor  got  poorer.  Men  who  had 
farmed  50  and  60  years  and  never  re¬ 
ceived  more  than  a  few  hundred  dollars 
per  year  from  subsidy  payments  were 
naturally  opposed  both  to  the  concept 
and  the  practice  of  subsidizing  giant 
corporate  farms  and  agribusinessmen. 

Mr.  President,  farmers  as  a  group  are 
not  generally  “outraged”  about  things; 
as  a  hardworking,  frugal,  and-  loyal 
segment  of  our  population,  farm  fami¬ 
lies  generally  leave  it  to  their  city  cou¬ 
sins  to  march  in  demonstrations,  peti¬ 
tion  the  Government,  or  write  strongly 
worded  letters  to  their  Congressmen, 
Senators,  or  the  President.  As  a  result, 
I  was  deeply  impressed  when  they  re¬ 
sponded  so  forcefully  to  a  proposed 
measure  to  limit  crop  subsidy  payments. 
And  I  am  particularly  impressed  when 
that  measure  provides  for  cutting  Gov¬ 
ernment  payments  to  their  own  indus¬ 
try,  as  my  bill  would  do. 

Unquestionably  the  most  striking 
thing  about  this  response  is  this:  The 
vast  majority  of  farmers — the  very  ones 
for  whom  the  subsidy  payments  were 
designed,  are  violently  and  wholeheart¬ 
edly  opposed  to  parceling  out  single  pay¬ 
ments  over  $20,000  to  a  producer  per 
year.  The  point  is  clear:  Even  the  in¬ 
tended  recipients  do  not  want  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  money  going  to  the  giant  orga¬ 
nizations — much  less  the  9814  percent  of 
the  taxpayers  who  do  not  get  a  dime  in 
crop  subsidies. 

Mr.  President,  on  April  30  I  introduced 
S.  3782  which  would  limit  the  total  Fed¬ 
eral  farm  subsidy  payments  to  $20,000 
for  each  producer  per  year.  This  measure 
would  amend  title  I  of  the  Agriculture 
Act  of  1941  to  terminate  once  and  for 
all  the  shocking  and  excessive  sums  paid 
to  the  very  few,  but  very  rich,  corporate 
farms  and  agribusinessmen  who  annu¬ 
ally  collect  up  to  $4  million  each  for  not 
planting  crops. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  tell  us  how  many  of  those 
rich  ones  are  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Not  one. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  one.  Does  the 
Senator  know  that  the  corngrowers  have 
always  been  opposed  to  any  kind  of 
program? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  from  figures  I  have  that  only 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  the  comgrow- 
ers  in  the  Nation  receive  payments  of 
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over  $20,000,  which  may  implement  what 
the  Senator  said.  Practically  all  corn- 
growers  are  small  farmers.  We  have  very 
few  large  farms  growing  very  much  corn 
and  other  feed  grains  in  Illinois. 

•  Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  wonder  why 
they  are  opposed  to  this. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Of  course,  there 
are  obviously  reasons  why  people  are  for 
or  against  any  proposition.  I  am  simply 
relating  the  reaction  from  people  in  my 
State  to  my  salnpling  of  their  opinions. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  recall,  the  corn- 
growers  of  the  country  are  always  the 
“blue-eyed  girls”  of  this  program;  they 
profit  by  it  but  they  want  no  regulation. 
That  was  not  true  for  wheat,  cotton,  to¬ 
bacco,  and  other  regulated  crops.  The 
corngrowers  are  the  only  ones  who  write 
and  talk  about  opposing  any  kind  of 
regulation. 

But  they  all  want  the  benefits,  direct 
or  indirect,  of  price  supports.  The  feed 
grain  program  is  entirely  voluntary  while 
the  cotton  program,  for  example,  is 
mandatory.  In  cotton  there  are  acreage 
controls  which  restrict  the  planting  of 
each  and  every  cotton  farmer.  Further¬ 
more,  cotton  prices  are  way  below  cost 
of  production  for  most  if  not  all  pro¬ 
ducers.  Com  prices  on  the  other  hand 
are  at  profitable  levels  in  most  cases.  On 
June  15,  1970,  prices  received  by  farmers 
for  corn  average  $1.21  per  bushel  or  68 
percent  of  parity.  Cotton  on  the  other 
hand  brought  farmers  only  22.4  cents 
per  pound  or  45  percent  of  parity. 

But,  equally  important  is  the  fact  that 
no  new  program  for  the  named  crops 
has  been  formulated  for  1971  and  there¬ 
after.  The  existing  law  under  which  pay¬ 
ments  are  made  expires  with  the  1970 
crop.  If  no  legislation  is  enacted  the  old 
cotton  and  feed  grain  programs  which 
would  be  effective  do  not  provide  for  pay¬ 
ments,  while  certificates  are  authorized 
in  the  case  of  wheat  with  the  cost  of  cer¬ 
tificates  to  be  borne  by  millers.  So  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  in  effect,  is  trying 
to  usurp  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  forestry  perrogatives  in  its 
deliberation  and  formulation  of  a  new 
program  for  1971  and  thereafter. 

But,  the  committee  has  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  formulation  of  a  program. 
Extensive  hearings  have  been  held.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  testified. 
The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  is 
now  in  the  process  of  writing  up  a  bill. 
The  Senate  will  follow.  I  can  assure  all 
present  that  the  Senate  committee  will 
present  to  the  Senate  a  forward  looking 
bill.  A  bill  that  will  aid  producers  in 
maintaining  a  strong  and  viable  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  one  which  will  energize  the 
rural  communities  in  their  economic  en¬ 
deavors.  We  must  .maintain  a  strong 
agriculture  so  that  the  future  needs  of 
this  great  country  can  be  met.  But  an 
amendment  of  this  sort,  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  will  inhibit  agriculture  and  add 
to  the  woes  of  our  rural  communities. 

That  may  be  the  reason  why  they  are 
for  the  $20,000  limitation — because  none 
of  them  get  above  that.  It  is  just  selfish¬ 
ness  on  their  part,  in  my  opinion. 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  Senator  raises  the  question,  I 
might  point  out,  as  a  matter  of  pride, 
that  Iowa,  the  State  where  the  tall  corn 
grows  is  not  the  No.  1  producer  of  corn 
any  more.  My  State  of  Illinois  is  now  the 
No.  1  producer  of  corn.  I  say  that  in 
response  to  the  question  of  a  Senator 
representing  a  great  corn-growing  State. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  As  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  the  amendment,  I  think  we 
can  point  out  that  there  is  another  large 
group  of  people  who  are  cosponsoring  the 
amendment,  and  that  is  the  American 
taxpayers,  who  are  putting  up  the  money 
to  subsidize  a  large  number  of  corporate- 
type  farms,  which  subject  I  shall  discuss 
later,  some  of  which  are  banks. 

I  have  before  me  the  name  of  the 
Southern  National  Bank  of  Lebanon, 
S.C.,  which  received  a  subsidy  of  $224,000 
for  not  farming.  I  have  the  names  of 
several  other  banks  here.  Standard  Oil 
Co.  received  a  subsidy  of  $127,000  not  to 
farm.  These  are  not  corn  growers;  I  am 
sure  of  that. 

Just  how  Standard  Oil  or  some  of  these 
banks  can  qualify  as  small  farmers  is 
something  that  has  not  yet  been  ex¬ 
plained  to  my  satisfaction.  I  think  it 
would  be  well  to  point  out  that  there  are 
millions  of  American  taxpayers  who  are 
vitally  interested  in  cutting  down  the 
cost  of  a  program  in  which  the  primary 
business  of  the  group  collecting  the 
money  is  not  cultivating  farms,  but  cul¬ 
tivating  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States.  That  is  their  farming  operation. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware. 
Of  course,  he  has  led  the  fight  in  this 
body  over  the  years  to  restore  an  equit¬ 
able,  commonsense  approach  to  farm 
subsidies.  I  am  very  grateful  to  him  for 
his  kindness  in  allowing  me  to  present 
this  amendment  and  equally  grateful  to 
him  for  cosponsoring  it,  as  he  has  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  today  calling  up 
an  amendment  to  the  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriations  Act  to  the  same  effect. 

The  idea  of  limiting  crop  subsidy  pay¬ 
ments  is  not  new.  As  I  just  indicated,  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  long  led  the  fight  to  restore  an 
equitable,  commonsense  approach  to 
farm  subsidies.  I  am  indeed  very  proud 
to  note  his  cosponsorship  of  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  I  am  among 
the  first  Members  of  this  body  from  a 
prominent  agricultural  State  to  initiate 
legislation  for  a  dollar  ceiling  on  farm 
subsidies.  I  have  taken  this  step  because 
I  believe  it  is  time  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  stopped  contributing  to  the  trend 
toward  bigness  in  agriculture.  As  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  There  are  already  too 
many  independent  forces  at  work  en¬ 
couraging  heavy  concentration  in  large 
farm  corporations  or  agribusinesses:  The 
high  price  of  land  and  equipment  re¬ 
quires  immense  capital  outlay.  Intense 
mechanization  requires  far  greater  acre¬ 


age  for  full  machinery  utilization.  Con¬ 
sistently  lower  per-unit  prices  for  farm 
products  necessitate  bigger  volume  to 
support  the  producer. 

All  these  forces  by  their  nature  are  the 
consequence  of  the  technological  revolu¬ 
tion  in  agriculture  and  are  virtually  be¬ 
yond  effective  Government  direction. 
The  ceiling  the  Federal  Government 
chooses  to  pay  individual  farming  units 
for  not  planting  is  directly  within  its 
control,  and  I  propose  to  do  something 
about  it — now. 

Numerically,  very  few  farming  units 
will  be  affected  by  a  subsidy  ceiling.  Less 
than  13,000  agribusinessmen  out  of  the 
2y2  million  subsidy  recipients  in  1969  re¬ 
ceived  more  than  $20,000  in  subsidies. 
Broken  down  by  crop,  the  growers  of  ap¬ 
proximately  2  percent  of  all  feed  grains, 
3  to  4  percent  of  all  wheat,  and  about 
28  percent  of  all  cotton  would  be  affected 
by  my  proposal. 

Who  are  these  13,000  producers?  We 
know  this:  In  1969  eight  subsidy  pay¬ 
ments  were  in  excess  of  $1  million.  A 
high  percentage  went  to  corporations. 
Among  those  receiving  more  than 
$20,000,  as  just  pointed  out  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware,  are  many  large, 
nonfarm  corporations  like  Standard  Oil, 
Reynolds  Aluminum,  and  others.  A  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  banks,  several  State 
prison  farms,  and  even  State  govern¬ 
ments  share  in  the  Federal  largess  under 
a  program  designed  and  intended  to 
strengthen  the  rural  family  farm.  The 
startling  truth  is  that  altogether,  a  mere 
0.51  percent  of  subsidy  recipients  col¬ 
lected  13.77  percent  of  all  payments — 
for  a  total  of  $508,622,613.  Compare  that 
statistic  with  these:  More  than  a  third 
of  all  subsidy  payees — approximately 
1.1  million  farmers  out  of  2,525,800  pay¬ 
ees  in  1969 — received  less  than  $500  in 
payments.  In  all,  in  1969,  the  average 
participating  farmer  was  paid  $1,463.57. 

We  are  already  paying  $3.7  billion  in 
annual  farm  subsidies.  Fourteen  percent 
of  that  amount  is  going  to  one-half  of  1 
percent. of  participating  farmers.  Thus, 
giant  corporate  farms  continue  to  mul¬ 
tiply,  feeding  on  the  small  farm  and  the 
taxpayer  dollar.  The  number  of  payees 
receiving  in  excess  of  $20,000  has  gone 
up  30  percent  in  1  year  alone,  and  the 
trend  is  expected  to  continue  unless  it 
is  checked  by  strong  congressional  ac¬ 
tion  now. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  will  do 
more  than  apportion  farm  subsidies 
equitably :  It  will  save  taxpayers  money — 
approximately  $350  to  $400  million 
annually. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  series  of 
tables,  compiled  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  setting  out  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  farm-subsidy  payments,  and  a 
report  by  Mr.  John  Schnittker  on  this 
question,  be  included  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
and  report  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 
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TABLE  1— FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  PRODUCER  PAYMENTS  UNDER  ASCS  PROGRAMS,'  UNITED  STATES,  CALENDAR  YEAR  1969 


Payment  range 

Producers 

Total  amount  of  payments 

Number 

Percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Cumula¬ 

tive 

percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Million 

dollars 

Percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Cumula¬ 

tive 

percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Less  than  $100 . . 

_  350,126 

13.9 

13.9 

16.1 

0.4 

0.4 

$100  to  $199- . 

....  257,134 

10.2 

24.1 

38.0 

1.0 

1.4 

$200  to  $499.... . 

....  538,937 

21.4 

'  45.4 

181.5 

4.9 

6.3 

$500  to  $699. . 

....  246,780 

9.8 

55.3 

146.6 

4.  0 

10.3 

$700  to  $999... . . 

_  262,461 

10.4 

65.7 

220.4 

6.0 

16.3 

$1,000  to  $1,999 _ 

....  419,054 

16.6 

82.3 

586.6 

15.9 

32.2 

$2,000  to  $2,999. . 

....  164,814 

6.5 

88.8 

402.6 

10.9 

43.1 

$3,000  to  $3,999 _ 

....  88,613 

3.5 

92.3 

306.0 

8.3 

51.4 

$4,000  to  $4,999 _ 

....  53,217 

2.1 

94.4 

237.4 

6.4 

57.8 

$5,000  to  $7,499. . 

....  64,181 

2.6 

97.0 

388.2 

10.5 

68.3 

$7,500  to  $9,999 _ 

....  27,322 

1.1 

98.1 

235.1 

6.4 

74.7 

$10,000  to  $14,999 _ 

....  22,556 

.9 

99.0 

272.1 

7.4 

82.1 

$15,000  to  $19,999 _ 

9,188 

.4 

99.4 

157.9 

4.3 

86.4 

Producers  Total  amount  of  payments 


Payment  range 

Number 

Percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Cumula¬ 

tive 

percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Million 

dollars 

Percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

Cumula¬ 

tive 

percent 

distri¬ 

bution 

$20,000  to  $24,999 _ 

4,  525 

.2 

99.6 

100.7 

2.7 

89.1 

$25,000  to  $29,999 _ 

2, 637 

.  1 

99.7 

72.0 

1.9 

91.0 

$30,000  to  $49,999 _ 

3,808 

.2 

99.9 

142.3 

3.9 

94.9 

$50,000  to  $99,999 _ 

1,533 

1 

100.0 

99.9 

2.7 

97.6 

$100,000  to  $499,999 _ 

396 

(-) 

100.0 

66.9 

1.8 

99.4 

$500,000  to  $999,999 _ 

14 

(-) 

100.0 

8.9 

.2 

99.6 

$1,000,000  and  over _ 

8 

(2) 

100.0 

16.0 

.4 

100.0 

Subtotal _ 

_ 2, 517,  304 

100.0  . 

3, 695. 2 

100.0  .. 

Undistributed  funds 3 _ 

99.8  . 

Total . . 

....2,517,  304  .. 

3,795.0  .. 

'  Includes  payments  under  following  ASCS  programs:  cotton,  feed  grain,  wheat,  wool,  sugar, 
milk  indemnity,  agricultural  conservation,  emergency  conservation,  appalachia,  cropland  conver¬ 
sion,  conservation  reserve,  and  cropland  adjustment. 

2  Less  than  0.05  percent. 

»  Includes  approximately  $88,000,000  to  90,000,000  ACP  (CMS  advances)  cost-sharing  made 


directly  to  vendors  and  not  accountable  to  individual  farm  operators;  wool  promotional  fund; 
payments  to  unidentified  producers,  etc. 

Note:  Sum  of  individual  percentages  and  individual  total  amount  of  payments  may  differ  from 
totals  shown  because  of  rounding. 


TABLE  2— PRODUCERS  EARNING  ASCS  PROGRAM  PAYMENTS  GREATER  THAN  INDICATED  AMOUNTS,  SPECIFIED  PROGRAMS,  CALENDER  YEAR  1969' 


Producers  receiving 
$10,000  or  $20,000  or 

Program  All  producers  more 1  more  2 

All  programs . - _ _  2,517,304  44,665  12,921 

Cotton . 445,155  17,008  6,194 

Feed  grain . . . 1,641,863  8,378  1,482 

Wheat. . 995,371  6,797  1,123 


Producers  receiving 


Program 

All  producers 

$10,000  or 
more  2 

$20,000  or 
more 2 

Wool _ _ _ 

193,  544 

897 

243 

Sugar. _ 

29, 971 

1,039 

290 

Cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat  total _ 

Cotton,  feed  grain,  wheat,  wool,  and  sugar 

2, 125, 491 

40,  007 

11,733 

total _ 

2, 252, 287 

42, 570 

12, 499 

1  This  table  summarizes  participating  producers  by  programs  and  combinations  as  shown.  The  adjustment,  agricultural  conservation,  emergency  conservation,  Appalachia,  cropland  conversion 
'all  programs"  line  includes  the  11  programs:  Cotton,  feed  grain,  wheat,  wool,  sugar,  cropland  and  conservation  reserve;  but  excludes  commodity  loans. 

2  See  other  tables  for  a  breakdown  of  these  data  by  states. 

TABLE  3.— NUMBER  OF  PRODUCERS  AND  AMOUNT  OF  PAYMENTS  BY  SIZE  OF  PAYMENT,  FOR  EACH  OF  5  PROGRAMS  AND  SELECTED  PROGRAM  COMBINATIONS,  CALENDAR  YEAR  1969 


Payments  of  indicated  amount  or  more 


Program 


Cotton: 

Number. . . . . . . 

Amount  ($1,000) . 

Feed  grain: 

Number.. . . : _ _ 

Amount  ($1,000) . . . . 

Wheat: 

Number.. . . . . 

Amount  ($1,000) . . 

Wool: 

Number . . . . 

Amount  ($1,000) - - - 

Sugar: 

Number _ _ 

Amount  ($1,000) . . 

Cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat: 

Number... . . . 

Amount  ($1,000) . . . . 

Cotton,  feed  grain,  wheat,  wool,  and  sugar: 

Number. . . . 

Amount  ($1,000) . . . 


$3,000 

$5,000 

$10,000 

56, 446 

626, 479 

36,  583 

549, 531 

17,008 
412, 229 

104, 608 
593,454 

39, 726 

347, 447 

8,  378 
138, 657 

63,  500 

388,  373 

28, 078 
252,955 

6,797 

109,148 

3,  780 

32, 100 

2,262 

26,  247 

897 
16,  638 

5,380 

56, 302 

3,022 

45,  557 

1,  039 
32,  031 

250, 334 

1, 884, 350 

122,110 

1, 393, 460 

40,  007 
834, 484 

261;  038 
1,993, 752 

128,  518 

1, 486, 168 

42,  570 
900,  543 

$20,000 

$30,000 

$50,000 

6,194 

3,  075 

1,141 

262, 623 

187, 072 

113,  808 

1,482 

478 

115 

48,212 

24, 252 

10,  750 

1,123 

309 

72 

34,131 

14, 716 

6,  002 

243 

90 

25 

7, 681 

4,  019 

1,584 

290 

140 

74 

21, 852 

18,  295 

15, 794 

11,733 

5,170 

1,734 

451,  444 

293, 049 

164, 223 

12,  499 

5,567 

1,904 

492, 942 

325, 688 

188,  449 

TABLE  8— PRODUCERS  EARNING  $20,000  OR  MORE  FROM  SPECIFIED  PROGRAMS,  1969 


State 

All 
pro¬ 
grams  Cotton 

Feed 

grain  Wheat 

Wool 

Sugar 

Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

and 

wheat 

Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

wheat, 

wool 

and 

sugar 

State 

All 

pro¬ 

grams 

Cotton 

Feed 

grain  Wheat 

Wool 

Sugar 

Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

and 

wheat 

Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

wheat, 

wool 

and 

sugar 

Alabama _ 

.  327  244 

5... 

317 

317 

Maryland _ 

7 

3  .. 

7 

7 

Arizona. ..  _ 

_  624  541 

33 

1 

8 

2 

602 

621 

Michigan.. 

20 

8  ._ 

14 

17 

Arkansas _ 

.  663  633 

2 

650 

650 

Minnesota . 

120 

52 

6  . 

1 

77 

116 

California _ 

.  1,179  883 

93 

46 

24 

110 

1,017 

1, 163 

Mississippi . . 

....  1,383 

1,313 

5 

1  . 

1,377 

1,377 

Colorado . 

.  287  . 

36 

91 

16 

7 

238 

271 

Missouri . 

259 

65 

78  .. 

240 

241 

Delaware . 

.  2 . 

1 

1 

Montana _ 

201 

143 

8 

169 

185 

Florida . 

_  56  2 

5  .. 

46 

9 

55 

Nebraska _ 

222 

120 

14 

1 

1 

197 

206 

Georgia . 

.  377  178 

31 

1  . 

344 

344 

Nevada _ 

14 

2  . 

3 

9 

5 

14 

Hawaii . 

.  27 . 

27 

27 

NewJersey..  _ 

1 

1 

1 

Idaho  _ 

.  164  . . 

1 

81 

23 

21 

94 

159 

New  Mexico . 

369 

96 

79 

53 

9 

332 

345 

Illinois _  ... 

_  152 . 

108 

2  . 

136 

136 

New  York _ 

9 

1  .. 

7 

9 

Indiana... . 

_  106 . 

78  .. 

97 

97 

North  Carolina _ 

88 

38 

14  .. 

85 

85 

Iowa _ 

no 

1  . 

112 

113 

North  Dakota _ 

139 

4 

49  . 

109 

125 

Kansas . 

.  401  . . 

54 

94  . 

4 

361 

384 

Ohio _  _ 

43 

18 

2  . 

34 

38 

Kentucky.. _  . 

.  19 _ 

7  .. 

17 

17 

Oklahoma _  .. 

179 

29 

6 

37  . 

177 

177 

Louisiana . . 

_  384  288  . 

63 

306 

380 

Oregon _ _ 

91 

2 

69 

2 

3 

84 

91 

Maine _ _ 

1 

1 

Pennsylvania . 

9 

7  .. 

9  9 
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Cotton, 

feed 


Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

Wheat, 


Stale 

All 

pro¬ 

grams 

Cotton 

Feed 

grain 

Wheat 

Wool 

Sugar 

grain, 

and 

wheat 

wool 

and 

sugar 

South  Carolina . 

294 

201 

6 

277 

277 

South  Dakota . 

86  . 

12 

25 

2  . 

64 

68 

Tennessee . 

121 

82 

3  . 

120 

120 

Texas . 

....  4,001, 

1,599 

480 

176 

67 

1 

3,  782 

3,  897 

Utah . 

35  . 

12 

14 

1 

16 

33 

Virginia . . 

4  . 

2  . 

2 

2 

State 


All 
pro¬ 
grams  Cotton 


Feed 

grain  Wheat 


Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

and 

Wool  Sugar  wheat 


Washington . 256 

Wisconsin .  22 

Wyoming .  61 

U.S.  total . 12,921 


. .  3  212 

.  18 . 

. .  2 

6,194  1~482  1,123 


55 


PAYMENTS  TO  PRODUCERS  EARNING  $20,000  OR  MORE  FROM  SPECIFIED  PROGRAMS,  1969 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

wheat, 

wool 

and 

sugar 


225 

18 

4 


246 

18 

59 


243  290  11,733  12,499 


Program 


Program 


Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

wheat, 

wool 

Feed  and 

State  <  Cotton  grain  Wheat  Wool  Sugar  sugar 


Cotton, 

feed 

grain, 

wheat, 

wool 

Feed  and 

State  Cotton  grain  Wheat  Wool  Sugar  sugar 


Alabama.. 

Arizona... 

Arkansas.. 

California.. 

Colorado.. 

Delaware.. 

Florida.... 

Georgia... 

Hawaii.... 

Idaho _ 

Illinois.... 

Indiana... 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky.. 
Louisiana. 
Maine. ... 
Maryland.. 
Michigan.. 
Minnesota. 
Mississippi 
Missouri... 


7,674  140  . . 

31,413  1,306  48  206  47 

23, 161  .  69  . . 

58,378  6,296  1,571  869  3,488 

.  1,128  2,785  534  199 


70  129  . . .  4,382 

5,568  806  22  . . 

. . .  9,733 

.  27  2,563  705  718 

.  3, 144  59  . 

. .  2,406  . 

.  3,179  20  . . 

.  1, 443  2, 508  .  100 

.  202  . 

9,  696  .  2,  831 

.  125 

.  81  . . . 

.  185 . . . . 

. .  1,394  162  .  26 

55,584  133  22  . 

1,935  2,434  . 


10, 221 
36, 399 
24, 062 
77,  665 
8,988 
21 
4, 641 
10, 804 
9,  733 
5, 221 
4,  055 
3,066 
3,309 
11,241 
476 
13, 695 
125 
182 
443 
3, 172 
58, 453 
7, 478 


Montana. . . . .  4,692  204 

Nebraska . . . .  3, 43i  392  39  '  21 

Nevada.. . .  153  .  134  289  . 

New  Jersey . . . 

New  Mexico . . . .  2,951  2,448  1,794  241  . 

New  York . 32 . . . 

North  Carolina .  1, 493  603  . 

North  Dakota .  126  1,370  . 

Ohio. . . . .  500  48  . 

Oklahoma... .  848  178  1,021  . . . 

Oregon. .  75  1,995  59  97 

Pennsylvania . 248  . . 

South  Carolina .  6,831  160  . . . 

South  Dakota .  308  745  56  . . 

Tennessee .  2,592  73  . 

Texas .  54,275  14,915  5,336  1,931  20 

Utah. . . . .  338  622  21  • 

Virginia .  81  . 

Washington .  75  6,365  140  43 

Wisconsin .  524  . . . 

Wyoming .  71  1,786  . 


U.S.  total .  262,623  48,212  34,131  7,681  21,852 


5, 832 
6,  009 
580 
20 
11,957 
255 
3,164 
3,511 
1,070 
5, 093 
2, 632 
343 
9,433 
1,985 
3,817 
132,709 
1,146 
81 
7, 373 
545 
1,940 


492,942 


TABLE  12.— AMOUNT  OF  PAYMENTS  IN  EXCESS  OF  $19,999  UNDER  COTTON,  FEED  GRAIN,  WHEAT,  WOOL  AND  SUGAR  PROGRAMS,  IN  SELECTED  STATES  «,  CALENDAR  YEAR  1969 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


State 


Feed 

Total  Cotton  grain  Wheat  Wool  Sugar 


State 


Feed 

Total  Cotton  grain  Wheat  Wool  Sugar 


1.  Texas . 

2.  California..... 

3.  Mississippi _ 

4.  Arizona. . 

5.  Arkansas _ 

6.  Louisiana _ 

7.  Hawaii _ 

8.  Alabama . 

9.  New  Mexico... 

10.  South  Carolina 

11.  Washington... 

12.  Georgia . 

13.  Montana . 

14.  Florida.. . 

15.  Colorado . 

16.  Missouri _ 


76.4  54.3  14.9  5.3  1.9  . 

70.7  58.4  6.3  1.6  .9  3.5 

55.7  55.6  .  1  . 

32.9  31.4  1.3  .  .2  . 

23.3  23.2  ..I.. . 1  . 

12.5  9.7  . .  1,8 

9.7  .  9.7 

7.8  7.7  .1  . 

7.4  3.0  2.4  1.8  .2  . 

7.0  6.8  .2 . . . 

6.6  . .  .1  6.4  .1  . 

6.4  5.6  .8 . 

4.9  . . .  4.7  .2 _ 

4.6  .1  .1  .  4.4 

4.5  . .  1.1  2.8  .5  .2 

4.3  1.9  2.4 . 


17.  Idaho .  4.0 

18.  Kansas . .  4.0 

19.  Nebraska .  3.8 

20.  Iowa .  3.2 

21.  Illinois .  3.2 

22.  Tennessee . . 2.7 

23.  Indiana . 2.4 

24.  Oregon . -  2.3 

25.  North  Carolina .  2. 1 

26.  Oklahoma .  2.0 

27.  Wyoming . .  1.9 

28.  Minnesota . 1.6 

29.  North  Dakota. . .  1.5 

30.  South  Dakota., .  1. 1 


2.6 


1.5 

.8 


_  2.6  0.7  0.7 

1.4  2.5 .  .1 

3.4  .4 . 

3.2  . 

3.1  .1  . . . 

.1  . 


.1  2.0  .1  .1 


.6  . 

.2  1.0 . . 

. 1  1.8 

1.4  .2 . . 

.1  1.4 . . 

.3  .7  .1 


U.S.  total .  374.5  262.6  48.2  34.1  7.7  21.9 


i  Where  total  payments  in  excess  of  $19,999  on  the  above  programs  exceed  $1,000,000  for  any  State. 


[Schnittker  study,  Nov.  27, 1968] 
Limiting  Farm  Program  Payments 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

Payments  to  producers  under  existing  price 
support  and  acreage  control  programs  for 
feed  grains,  wheat,  cotton,  wool,  and  sugar 
could  be  limited  to  around  $20,000  per  farm 
for  all  payments,  or  to  $10,000  per  program 
without  serious  adverse  effects  on  production 
or  on  the  effectiveness  of  production  adjust¬ 
ment  programs.  Difficult  administrative  prob¬ 
lems  would  arise,  however,  as  producers  would 
seek  to  avoid  the  limits  by  dividing  large 
farms  into  smaller  units. 

Whatever  the  level  of  payment  limits,  cot¬ 
ton  producers  would  be  affected  in  greatest 
number.  Few  wheat  and  feed  grain  producers 
would  be  affected,  and  the  impact  on  the 
Industry  would  be  negligible  at  the  maxi¬ 
mum  payment  levels  examined  here. 


Budget  savings  ranging  from  $200  to  near¬ 
ly  $300  million  could  be  made  with  limits 
at  levels  examined  here,  if  the  law  could  be 
administered  firmly.  However,  if  either  Con¬ 
gress  in  amending  the  law  to  authorize  pay¬ 
ment  limits,  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  his  administration  of  the  law,  took  a  re¬ 
laxed  attitude  toward  dividing  farms  into 
smaller  units  to  avoid  payment  limits,  much 
of  the  potential  savings  would  be  lost. 

INTRODUCTION 

Agricultural  price  and  income  support  pro¬ 
grams  originally  were  undertaken  in  the 
1930’s  to  improve  prices  and  income  for  the 
average  family  farmer.  They  continue  to  be 
primarily  supply  adjustment  and  price  sup¬ 
port  programs  designed  to  achieve  higher 
incomes  for  farm  families  producing  the  bulk 
of  farm  commodities  marketed.  Clearly,  the 
more  a  farmer  produced,  the  more  he  bene¬ 


fited  from  the  higher  prices  per  unit  achieved 
through  price  support  operations. 

The  farm  programs  have  not  generally  been 
considered  by  the  Congress  as  welfare  pro¬ 
grams,  to  be  adjusted  to  the  income  needs  of 
individual  families.  Some  program  changes  in 
recent  years,  however,  have  moved  in  this 
direction. 

Direct  payments  geared  to  output  became 
important  in  the  1960’s.  By  this  time,  how¬ 
ever,  there  were  far  more  large  farms  than  in 
1930 — hence  an  increasing  concentration  of 
payments.  Recent  efforts  to  limit  farm  pro¬ 
gram  benefits  have  arisen  both  out  of  this 
increase  in  farm  size  and  greater  use  of  direct 
payments. 

Limitations  on  farm  program  benefits  have 
been  proposed  from  time  to  time,  and  some 
have  been  adopted.  Congress  provided  a  slid¬ 
ing  scale,  but  no  upper  limit  for  payments 
under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1934.  Statutory  limits 
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on  the  size  of  Agricultural  Conservation  Pro¬ 
gram  payments,  and  administrative  limits  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
have  been  in  effect  from  time  to  time  since 
1938.  A  $2,500  limitation  per  producer  is  In 
effect  for  Agricultural  Conservation  Program 
payments.  There  also  were  payment  limita¬ 
tions  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program  of 
the  Soil  Bank  in  the  1950’s,  and  in  the  pilot 
Cropland  Conservation  Program  in  the  1960’s. 

Proposals  were  made  largely  in  the  1950’s 
to  limit  the  size  of  price  support  loans.  In 
the  1960’s  efforts  have  been  made  to  limit  the 
amount  of  direct  cash  payments  to  individual 
producers  (apart  from  loans) — but  none  have 
been  successful.  In  August  1968,  however,  the 
House  of  Representatives  approved  an 
amendment  to  the  proposed  Pood  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1968,  which  would  have  limited 
combined  payments  to  any  individual  under 
all  the  farm  programs  to  $20,000  per  year. 
This  amendment  was  not  accepted  by  the 
Senate  and  was  deleted  by  the  Conference 
Committee;  it  generated  a  great  deal  of  inter¬ 
est,  however.  Payment  limitations  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  on  the  Congressional  agenda  for  1969. 

Effective  opposition  in  the  Congress  and 
the  Executive  Branch  to  proposals  to  limit 
loans  and  payments  under  the  commodity 
programs  in  recent  years  has  been  based  on 
two  factors: 

Limiting  price  support  loans  could  make 
price  support  less  effective  in  some  years,  if 
eligible  smaller  farmers  did  not  place  enough 
of  their  products  under  loan  to  bring  market 
prices  up  to  support  levels.  Resulting  lower 
market  prices  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on 
all  producers — large  or  small.  This  objection 
is  valid  but  not  very  important,  since  most 
producers  would  have  full  access  to  price 
support. 

One  cannot  build  a  strong  economic  case 
for  or  against  limiting  the  size  of  price  sup¬ 
port  loans.  Limiting  price  support  loans  may 
have  merit,  however,  as  public  relations  for 
farmers.  It  would  limit  direct  benefits  to  large 
growers,  but  would  scarcely  affect  actual  ben¬ 
efits  to  them. 

Refusing  to  make  fairly  large  acreage  diver¬ 
sion  and  price  support  payments  to  individ¬ 
ual  farmers  would  reduce  the  effectiveness  of 
voluntary  production  adjustment  programs, 
slow  surplus  disposal  and  delay  price  recovery. 

This  argument  was  most  valid  when  the 
surplus  disposal  task  was  greatest  in  the 
early  1960’s.  It  is  less  important  in  1969  than 
it  was  in  1965,  for  example.  For  reasons 
cited  later,  this  line  of  agrument  is  no  longer 
a  conclusive  objection  to  payment  limita¬ 
tions,  unless  they  were  to  be  applied  at  levels 
much  lower  than  examined  here. 

One  additional  example  is  useful  as  back¬ 
ground.  In  the  Sugar  Act  Program,  payments 
have  been  made  on  a  sliding  scale.  No  upper 
limit  is  set  and  a  few  individual  payments 
are  around  $1,000,000  each  year. 

Producers  who  plant  within  the  sugarcane 
or  sugarbeet  acreage  allotment  set  by  the 
Secretary,  and  meet  specified  conditions  with 
respect  to  farm  labor,  qualify  for  payment  at 
the  rate  of  80  cents  per  100  pounds  of  sugar 
produced  up  to  350  tons  per  farm  or  per 
person. 

The  statutory  rate  of  payment  per  100 
pounds  of  sugar  for  larger  producers  is: 


350  to  700  tons _  $0.  75 

700  to  1,000  tons _ _  .70 

1,000  to  1,500  tons _  .  60 

1,500  to  3,000  tons _  .55 

3,000  to  6,000  tons _ _  .525 

6,000  to  12,000  tons _  .  50 

12,000  to  30,000  tons _  .475 

More  than  30,000  tons _  .  30 


This  schedule  provides  some  disincentive 
to  large  growers,  although  not  enough  to 
prevent  considerable  concentration  of  sugar 
production. 


INCREASED  USE  OP  PAYMENT  PROGRAMS 

The  use  of  direct  Government  payments 
to  producers  has  increased  sharply  in  recent 
years.  Payments  were  added  to  existing  price 
support  programs  as  a  shift  was  made  from 
relatively  high  price  support  levels  to  price 
supports  at  or  near  world  price  levels. 

One  key  reason  for  direct  cash  payments 
was  to  maintain  farmer  income.  Payments 
were  also  the  main  incentive  for  farmers  to 
reduce  their  acreages  of  certain  crops,  as  a 
voluntary  acreage  reduction  program  became 
the  first  effective  production  restraint  for 
feed  grains,  replaced  mandatory  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  for  wheat,  and  supplemented  the 
long-standing  mandatory  program  for 
cotton. 

These  differences  in  approach  for  the  three 
big  commodities  arose  more  out  of  history 
than  from  differences  among  the  crops  or 
the  areas  producing  the  crops.  Congress  had 
provided  for  mandatory  acreage  allotments 
for  corn  in  1938.  The  procedure  had  never 
been  used,  however,  because  of  the  likelihood 
that  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  producers 
would  vote  for  the  mandatory  quota’  penal¬ 
ties  necessary  to  enforce  acreage  allotments. 
It  was  repeated  in  the  late  1950’s.  Thus,  when 
corn  surpluses  had  to  be  curbed  in  1961, 
Congress  approved  the  voluntary,  payment- 
based  approach  recommended  by  the  Admin¬ 
istration. 

In  the  voluntary  acreage  adjustment  pro¬ 
grams,  wheat  -marketing  certificates,  price 
support  and  acreage  diversion  payments  for 
feed  grains  and  cotton,  and  non-recourse 
price  support  loans  are  available  only  to 
growers  who  meet  the  acreage  diversion  re¬ 
quirements  established  for  that  year  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Payment  programs  for  wheat  and  cotton 
have  similar  origins,  although  the  legisla¬ 
tive  struggle  in  cotton  was  limited  to  recent 
years,  while  it  dates  back  many  years  for 
wheat.  Market  prices  for  both  crops  were 
supported  far  above  world  levels  in  the 
1960’s.  U.S.  wheat  and  cotton  could  sell 
abroad  in  this  period  only  with  large  export 
subsidies. 

Wheat  growers  had  agitated  for  many  years 
for  a  “2-price  plan” — a  shorthand  term 
meaning  relatively  low  prices  in  the  market 
supplemented  by  payments  on  that  part  of 
the  crop  used  as  food  in  the  U.S. 

In  addition,  manmade  fibers  were  fast  re¬ 
placing  cotton  in  the  U.S.,  and  it  was  argued 
that  lower  cotton  prices  would  stop  or  slow 
that  trend.  In  both  cases,  farm  income  would 
have  dropped  sharply  when  price  supports 
were  reduced,  except  for  the  introduction  of 
direct  payments. 

Viewed  functionally,  most  payments  under 
the  cotton  and  wheat  programs  today  are 
income  supplements.  They  are  set  by  law  at 
substantially  higher  levels  than  would  be 
required  as  incentives  to  assure  enough  par¬ 
ticipation  by  farmers  to  stabilize  commodity 
carryover.  In  both  cases,  either  total  pay¬ 
ments,  or  payments  to  large  farms,  could  be 
reduced  substantially  (by  about  one- third) 
with  little  effect  on  acreage  and  production. 

Feed  grain  program  payments,  however, 
are  closely  scaled  to  the  incentive  levels  re¬ 
quired  to  achieve  the  objective  of  a  fairly 
stable  reserve  carryover.  If  total  payments  to 
feed  grain  growers  were  to  be  reduced  in  the 
years  just  ahead,  larger  surpluses  would  soon 
accumulate,  unless  the  level  at  which  mar¬ 
ket  prices  were  supported  was  also  reduced, 
in  order  to  increase  feed  grain  utilization. 

Utilizing  these  programs,  stocks  of  farm 
commodities  owned  by  the  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  (CCC)  were  reduced  from  $5.6 
billion  in  July  1961  to  less  than  $1  billion 
in  July  1968.  Production  has  not  been  re¬ 
duced  for  each  crop  each  year.  But  produc¬ 
tion  has  been  held  below  potential  levels. 


Coupled  with  expanding  demand,  especially 
for  grains,  reducing  the  acreage  harvested 
has  been  one  of  the  chief  engines  of  surplus 
disposal. 

Direct  payments  to  farmers  increased  from 
$702  million  in  1960  to  an  estimated  $3.4 
billion  in  1968.  Much  of  the  increase  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  payments  was  offset  by  reductions 
in  CCC  expenditures  formerly  associated  with 
price  support  loans  and  acquisitions,  and  ex¬ 
port  subsidy  activities. 

It  was  noted  earlier  that  payments  became 
an  integral  part  of  the  commodity  programs 
in  the  1960’s,  farmers  were  also  rapidly  in¬ 
creasing  the  size  of  their  operations.  The 
number  of  farms  with  sales  of  $40,000  or 
more  increased  from  113,000  in  1960  to  about 
183,000  in.  1967.  There  were  227,000  farms 
with  sales  of  $20,000  to  $39,999  in  1960,  and 
318,000  in  1967. 

The  501,000  farms  in  these  two  groups 
produced  68  percent  of  all  farm  products 
marketed  in  1967.  Farmers  affected  by  pay¬ 
ment  limitations  at  levels  examined  in  this 
report  fall  primarily  in  the  larger  farms 
of  these  two  size  groups,  although  some  in. 
the  other  group  would  be  affected. 

ALTERNATIVE  APPROACHES  TO  PAYMENT 
LIMITATIONS 

Farm  program  payment  data  only  recently 
available,  make  it  possible  to  estimate  the 
probable  effects  of  alternative  payment  limi¬ 
tation  levels  on  producers,  and  on  key  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  sectors. 

Four  alternatives  are  examined  in  this 
memorandum: 

A  $20,000  limit  on  total  payments. 

A  $10,000  limit  administered  commodity 
by  commodity. 

A  sliding  scale  with  total  payments  limited 
to  $17,500  per  person. 

A  sliding  scale  without  an  upper  limit 
(like  sugar) . 

We  have  found  only  one  rule  for  selecting 
the  best  payment  (or  loan)  limitation  plan, 
if  one  is  to  be  adopted.  That  is,  it  should  not 
render  the  acreage  diversion  (or  price  sup¬ 
port)  programs  ineffective.  Beyond  that, 
there  is  little  to  guide  us.  One  could  begin 
from  an  amount  of  budget  money  to  be 
saved,  or  from  a  fixed  limit  on  the  total  to 
be  spent  for  payments.  Setting  a  limit  high 
enough  to  exempt  most  bona  fide  family 
farmers  is  probably  a  better  approach;  the 
examples  used  here  certainly  meet  that  test. 

Inevitably,  any  approach  to  limiting  farm 
program  payments  will  be  fairly  arbitrary. 
It  could  be  made  effective  in  one  sharp  move, 
but  there  is  no  reason  other  than  costs  in 
any  limitation  adopted  to  be  fully  effective 
in  the  first  year.  A  producer’s  payment  might 
be  reduced  by  one-third  the  amount  by  which 
it  exceeds  the  limit  in  the  first  year,  two- 
thirds  the  second  year,  and  the  full  amount 
in  the  third  year.  There  is  no  limit  to  the 
possible  formulas. 

For  the  levels  studied  here: 

1.  Farm  program  payment  records  for  1967 
indicate  that  a  $20,000  limitation  on  total 
payments  to  a  farmer  would  affect  9,789  pro¬ 
ducers  in  the  U.S.  This  is  .4  percent  of  all 
producers  receiving  payments.  In  this  group, 
8,157  received  cotton  program  payments, 
3,304  received  wheat  certificate  payments, 
and  4,878  received  feed  grain  program  pay¬ 
ments  (Item  1,  attached  Table  1).  Many 
received  payments  under  several  programs. 
Total  payments  in  excess  of  the  $20,000  lim¬ 
itation  totaled  $206  million  (the  maximum 
potential  saving) .  A  state  by  state  listing  of 
the  number  of  affected  producers  is  in  an 
attached  table. 

2.  A  maximum  limitation  of  $10,000  for 
each  producer,  administered  separately  for 
cotton,  wheat,  feed  grains,  etc.,  would  affect 
about  23,000  producers.  Of  these,  18,054  would 
be  affected  through  the  cotton  program,  4,579 
through  wheat,  and  850  through  feed  grains. 
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In  most  cases,  the  feed  grains  are  produced 
in  combination  with  cotton  or  wheat  (Item  2, 
attached  Table  I).  The  amount  paid  out  in 
excess  of  $10,000  per  farm  per  program  in 
1967  totaled  $293  million. 

3.  A  sliding  scale  could  provide  for  full 
payment  of  the  first  $10,000  payments  earned 
under  present  laws,  one-half  of  the  next 
$10,000  and  one-fourth  of  the  third  $10,000. 
Payments  in  1967  in  excess  of  these  limita¬ 
tions  totaled  $216.2  million.  About  23,000 
producers  would  be  affected.  (Item  3,  at¬ 
tached  Table  1 ) . 

4.  A  sliding  scale  starting  at  the  level  of 
the  alternative  (3)  above,  but  with  more 
moderate  graduations  has  also  been  con¬ 
sidered.  It  could  either  have  a  set  limit,  or 
it  could  be  open  ended.  A  schedule  which 
provided  full  payment  up  to  $10,000  per  farm, 
90  percent  payment  for  the  next  $10,000 — 
ending  with  10  percent  of  the  regularly  com¬ 
puted  payment  for  100,000  or  more  would  be 
one  possibility. 

Over  half  of  those  who  receive  payments  in 
excess  of  $10,000  in  1967  produced  more  than 
one  of  the  price  supported  crops.  Thirty  per¬ 
cent  received  cotton  program  payments  only, 
1.5  percent  received  feed  grain  program  pay¬ 
ments  only  and  11.3  percent  received  wheat 
certificate  payments  only  (Table  2). 

Clearly  any  limitation  on  payments  to  an 
individual  producer  would  affect  primarily 
cotton  producers.  A  limitation  as  low  as 
$20,000  per  farm  in  total,  or  $10,000  per  com¬ 
modity  would  affect  those  who  produce  one- 
third  of  the  U.S.  cotton  crop,  although  even 
on  the  farms  affected,  much  of  the  cotton 
crop  would  be  eligible  for  price  support 
payments. 

One  of  the  serious  administrative  problems 
sure  to  arise  would  result  from  proposed 
division  of  farms  into  smaller  units  if  a 
limitation  were  imposed,  in  order  to  evade 
the  limit.  This  would  reduce  the  savings 
levels  indicated  in  Table  1. 

Any  payment  limit  set  by  Congress  would 
need  to  be  backed  up  by  a  firm  policy  against 
each  farm-splitting.  There  would  need  to  be 
strict,  uniformly  administered  regulations  to 
back  up  the  law.  As  much  as  one-third  to 
one-half  of  the  potential  savings  might 
otherwise  be  lost. 

It  is  possible  that  a  substantial  part  of  the 
indicated  savings  would  be  lost  in  any  case 
for  reasons  related  to  the  nature  of  farm 
proprietorships.  Many  large  farms  are  family 
or  other  partnerships,  or  corporations  oper¬ 
ated  as  a  small  business  by  a  few  owners. 
In  any  year  there  are  hundreds  of  bona  fide 
revisions  of  these  arrangements. 

It  would  be  impossible  for  Washington,  for 
a  state  administrative  committee,  and  espe¬ 
cially  for  a  farmer-elected  county  committee 
to  distinguish  charges  for  causes  other  than 
those  which  would  be  a  direct  result  of  pay¬ 
ment  limits. 

A  second  serious  administrative  problem 
could  arise  under  options  (1)  and  (3)  above, 
since  most  producers  receive  payments  for 
participating  in  more  than  one  commodity 
program.  In  such  cases,  a  producer  would 
need  to  consider  his  participation  in  all  of 
the  programs  simultaneously.  Yet,  some  pro¬ 
grams  normally  are  not  ready  to  be  an¬ 
nounced  when  other  program  decisions  are 
made,  since  planting  and  harvest  dates  vary. 

Some  changes  in  administrative  procedure 
would  be  required.  Simultaneous  announce¬ 
ment  of  the  basic  features  of  wheat,  feed 
grain,  and  cotton  programs  for  the  year 
ahead  would  help.  Also,  in  order  to  avoid 
overpayment  to  large  growers,  a  prepayment 
audit  with  direct  personal  attention  to  each 
affected  farm,  would  be  useful.  Pinal  pay¬ 
ment  would  need  to  be  somewhat  later  than 
at  present,  and  the  present  policy  of  making 
advance  payments  might  have  to  be 
reconsidered. 


None  of  these  administrative  problems  are 
decisive,  however.  Some  would  be  avoided  in 
option  (2)  above.  They  are  not  good  reasons 
for  opposing  payment  limits.  The  number 
of  producers  affected  would  be  so  small  that 
each  could  be  handled  as  a  special  case  with 
little  additional  expense. 

CHANGES  NEEDED  IN  BASIC  COTTON  LEGISLATION 

Since  limitation  on  payments  would  affect 
primarily  cotton  producers,  certain  changes 
should  be  made  in  that  program  to  discour¬ 
age  or  prevent  actions  by  producers  to  avoid 
the  payment  limit,  and  to  maintain  program 
effectiveness.  These  include: 

1.  Legislation  authorizing  sales  of  cotton 
allotments  should  be  amended  to  prevent 
sales  of  allotments  for  the  express  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  payment  limit.  (This,  too, 
would  require  a  Solomon-like  determination 
by  administrators) . 

2.  The  “snapback  provision”  in  the  1965 
Act  (Section  402(12)),  P.L.  89-321  must  be 
repealed  if  the  limit  is  to  be  effective.  This 
provision  requires  that  if  payment  limita¬ 
tions  are  authorized,  the  old  permanent 
(and  obsolete)  cotton  price  support  system 
goes  into  effect.  This  would  include  high 
price  supports,  with  CCC  acquiring  most  of 
the  cotton,  and  selling  it  back  into  the  mar¬ 
ket  at  lower  prices.  This  would  seriously  dis¬ 
rupt  the  cotton  industry.  By  shielding  cotton 
from  any  payment  limit  policy,  it  would 
avoid  the  intent  of  Congress. 

3.  The  mandatory  features  of  the  cotton 
acreage  adjustment  program  could  either  be 
terminated  or  modified,  in  order  to  give  pro¬ 
ducers  affected  by  the  payment  limit  an 
opportunity  to  expand  their  acreage. 

With  U.S.  producers  facing  world  level  cot¬ 
ton  prices  for  a  large  part  of  their  output  on 
the  acreage  allotment,  it  appears  that  man¬ 
datory  acreage  controls  back  up  by  market¬ 
ing  quota  penalties  are  no  longer  needed  to 
achieve  a  cotton  supply-demand  balance.  The 
industry  has  little  incentive  to  overproduce 
at  this  price  level.  Low  prices  may  be  enough 
of  a  deterrent. 

However,  present  acreage  allotment  proce¬ 
dures,  based  on  past  acreage,  do  slow  down 
the  further  westward  shift  in  cotton  produc¬ 
tion.  Most  of  the  cotton  producers  and  inter¬ 
ested  Congressmen  want  them  continued, 
since  they  value  the  cotton  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  in  the  state,  either  for  economic  or 
political  reasons. 

Therefore,  an  intermediate  step  short  of 
terminating  acreage  allotments  would  prob¬ 
ably  be  best.  This  could  provide  for  waiving 
marketing  quota  penalties  for  producers  who 
overplant  their  farm  acreage  allotments  by 
specified  percentages. 

Producers  who  were  receiving  full  pay¬ 
ments  as  calculated  under  the  law,  for 
example,  could  be  required  to  plant  within 
their  farm  acreage  allotment. 

Producers  losing  only  a  small  percentage 
of  their  payment  could  overplant  their  acre¬ 
age  allotment  only  a  little. 

Producers  losing  most  of  their  payment 
(being  reduced  from  $150,000  to  $10,000  for 
example)  might  plant  up  to  double  their 
farm  acreage  allotment. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  need 
a  lot  of  discretion  in  setting  such  percentages 
from  year  to  year,  since  the  results  could 
not  be  accurately  estimated  in  advance.  It 
does  seem  clear  that  large  producers  who 
would  be  touched  by  payment  limits  do  value 
the  opportunity  to  expand  acreage.  Thus  a 
satisfactory  quid  pro  quo  may  be  possible. 

CHANGES  NEEDED  IN  WHEAT  AND  FEED  GRAIN 
LEGISLATION 

Few  wheat  or  feed  grain  producers  would 
be  affected  by  payment  limitations,  at  levels 
examined  in  this  memorandum.  Yet  modest 
changes  in  these  programs  would  reduce 
inequities,  and  might  avoid  adverse  effects 
on  program  participation. 

Existing  legislation  could  be  amended  to 


provide  that  wheat  and  feed  grain  producers 
subject  to  payment  limitations  would  either 
get  a  larger  acreage  allotment  (in  the  case  of 
wheat) ,  or  would  have  their  acreage  diversion 
requirements  reduced  in  the  case  of  feed 
grains.  For  example,  if  payment  limitations 
reduced  a  feed  grain  producer’s  payment  by 
one-half,  the  diversion  otherwise  required 
to  become  a  cooperator  in  the  program  could 
also  be  reduced  by  half.  Again,  the  Secretary 
would  need  some  discretion  in  administer¬ 
ing  such  a  provision,  in  order  to  maintain 
program  effectiveness. 

EFFECT  OF  LIMITATION  IF  APPLIED  TO 
SUGAR  PROGRAM 

Roughly  100  to  125  sugar  producers  re¬ 
ceived  payments  in  excess  of  $20,000  in 
1967.  About  1,500  producers  were  above  the 
$10,000  mark. 

Payments  under  the  Sugar  Act  provide 
sugarbeet  and  sugarcane  growers  with  an  in¬ 
centive  to  restrict  their  acreage.  Acreage 
limits  are  set  by  the  Secretary  when  sup¬ 
plies  or  potential  supplies  are  large,  based 
on  formula  in  the  law.  Without  loss  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  provide  an  incentive  to  keep  acre¬ 
age  down,  quota  limits  might  be  ignored 
and  the  Sugar  Act  in  its  present  form  could 
become  ineffective  in  limiting  U.S.  sugar 
production. 

A  maximum  of  $20,000  per  payee  would 
have  no  effect  on  growers  who  produce  less 
than  1,000  tons  of  recoverable  sugar  per  year 
and  only  a  small  effect  on  those  who  produce 
as  much  as  1,500  tons  per  year — percent  of 
all  sugar  producers  with — percent  of  all  pro¬ 
duction  would  thus  be  exempt. 

At  the  other  end  of  the  scale  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  or  not  payment  limits  at  lev¬ 
els  examined  here  would  discourage  produc¬ 
tion.  For  the  larger  producers,  the  30  cents 
per  100  pounds  received  in  Sugar  Act  pay¬ 
ments  for  production  in  excess  of  30,000  tons 
equals  about  4  percent  of  the  current  price 
of  raw  sugar  in  New  York.  Program  payments 
are  less  than  5  percent  of  gross  receipts  for 
large  producers;  are  only  one  of  several  fac¬ 
tors  which  influence  output,  and  which  en¬ 
courage  compliance  with  allotments.  Even  if 
payments  were  reduced  to  a  maximum  of 
$20,000,  the  largest  sugar  companies  probably 
would  continue  to  produce  at  about  present 
levels,  and  to  comply  with  acreage  allot¬ 
ments. 

EFFECTS  OF  LIMITATIONS  IF  APPLIED  TO  WOOL 

Payment  limitations  applied  to  wool  grow¬ 
ers  would  affect  few  producers,  and  would 
not  reduce  program  costs  appreciably. 

There  is  no  price  support  loan  for  wool. 
Income  support  to  wool  growers  is  entirely 
in  the  form  of  direct  payments  equal  to  the 
difference  between  average  market  prices  and 
a  target  set  by  law.  Payments  were  intended 
to  encourage  increased  wool  production,  but 
they  have,  at  best,  served  to  slow  the  decline 
of  the  U.S.  sheep  industry. 

A  limitation  of  $20,000  applied  to  all  pro¬ 
grams  would  affect  about  125  wool  producers 
with  4  percent  of  total  U.S.  wool  production 
in  1967.  Wheat,  feed  grain  or  cotton  pay¬ 
ments  also  were  involved  in  98  of  these  cases. 

A  limit  of  $10,000  for  wool  payments  alone 
would  have  affected  165  producers  in  1967. 
They  received  about  $2.6  million  and  ac¬ 
counted  for  about  9  percent  of  the  total  U.S. 
wool  and  mohair  production.  A  $10,000  limit 
would  have  reduced  total  wool  payments 
about  a  million  dollars. 

The  sliding  scales  in  alternatives  (3)  and 
(4)  would  reduce  payments  a  little  over  one- 
half  million  dollars  for  (3)  and  by  a  negligi¬ 
ble  amount  under  (4) . 

Payment  limits  would  reduce  the  incentive 
for  wool  production  in  the  U.S.  slightly,  but 
even  present  payments  provide  only  a  limited 
incentive.  Limitations  would  not  have  any 
decisive  impact  on  the  sheep  and  wool 
industry. 
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TABLE  1— EFFECTS  OF  ALTERNATIVE  PROGRAM  PAYMENT  LIMITATION  PLANS 


Payment  limitation  plan 


$20,000  total  for  all  programs: 

Number  of  payees  affected - - - - - . 

Payments  in  excess  of  limitation  3. . . 

Production  on  farms  affected... . . 

(1)  Percent  of  U.S.  total  production  on  farms  affected  3 . 

$10,000  per  program: 

Number  of  payees  affected. . . . . - . 

Payments  in  excess  of  limitation . . . . . . . 

Production  on  farms  affected _ r _ _ _ _ — . 

(1)  Percent  of  U.S.  total  production  on  farms  affected _ _ _ 

(2)  Percent  of  U.S.  total  production  affected  which  is  in  excess  of  limitation. 

Sliding  scale  per  program: 6  ^ 

Number  of  payees  affected . . . . . 

Payments  in  excess  of  limitation _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Production  on  farms  affected _ _ _ _ _ 

(1)  Percent  of  U.S.  total  production  on  farms  affected . . 

(2)  Percent  of  U.S.  total  production  affected  which  is  in  excess  of  limitation. 


Program  t 


Cotton 

Wheat 

Feed  grains 

Total 

8,157 

3,304 

4, 878 

*  9.  789 
$205, 600, 000 

‘3,780, 000 

34 

»  74, 600, 000 

5 

*  113,800,000  .. 

2  .. 

18,  054 
$261,900,  000 
*  5, 440, 000 

49 

29 

4,579 
$26, 400,  000 
* 69, 400, 000 

10 

3.6 

850 

$4,  500, 000 
*151,800,000  .. 

1  .. 
0.4  .. 

'*23, 017 
$292, 800,  000 

18,  054 
$196, 400, 000 

4  5,  440,  000 

49 

22 

4,  579 

$16,  000,  000 
*  151,800,  000 

10 

2. 

850 

$2,800,  000 
*69,400,000  .. 

1  .. 
0.3  .. 

3  23,  017 
$215, 200,  000 

1  Includes  all  payees  who  received  $10,000  or  more  from  all  ASCS  programs.  The  3  commodity  who  participates  in  more  than  1  program  decides  to  allocate  his  program  earnings  between 

programs  account  for  about  90  percent  of  total  payments.  programs. 

2  Net  figure— since  some  producers  participate  in  more  than  1  commodity  program.  4  Bales. 

3  Impossible  to  calculate  excess  by  program  since  exact  amount  will  depend  upon  how  a  producer  6  Bushels. 

•  Full  payment  for  1st  $10,000;  of  next  $10,000;  and  H  of  3d  $10,000. 

TABLE  2— PAYEES  RECEIVING  $10,000  OR  MORE  AND  $20,000  OR  MORE  IN  PAYMENTS  FROM  ASCS  WHO  RECEIVED  COTTON,  FEED  GRAIN,  AND  WHEAT  PAYMENTS  IN  SPECIFIED 

COMBINATIONS,  1967 


$10,000  or  more  $20,000  or  more 


$10,000  or  more  $20,000  or  more 


Source  of  payment 


Cotton  only. _ _ 

Cotton  and  feed  grain. . 

Cotton  and  wheat . 

Cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat. 

Any  cotton  payments . 

Feed  grain  only... . 


Number 

Percentage 
of  total 

Number 

Percentage 
of  tota 1 

8,  882 

29.8 

3, 494 

37.3 

7,316 

24.5 

2,  557 

27.3 

1,196 

4.0 

511 

5.4 

4,626 

15.5 

1,545 

16.5 

(22,  020) 

(73.  8) 

(8,107) 

(86.  5) 

453 

1.5 

80 

.8 

Source  of  payment 


Feed  grain  and  wheat _ 

Any  feed  grain  payments. 

Wheat  only _ 

Any  wheat  payment _ 

Total . . 


Percentage 

Number  of  total  Number 


4,  000 
(16,395) 
3,367 
(13, 189) 


13.4 
(54.  9) 
11.3 
(44.2) 


646 
(4, 828) 
542 
(3, 244) 


29,840  100.0  9,375 


Percentage 
of  total 


6.9 

(51.5) 
5.8 

(34.6) 


100.0 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  PAYEES  RECEIVING  GOVERNMENT  PAY¬ 
MENTS  OF  $20,000  AND  OVER,  BY  MAJOR  COMMODITY, 
BY  STATE  1967 


Feed  State 

State  Cotton  grains  Wheat  Wool  total 


Alabama _ 

289  .... 

289 

Arizona . 

586 

2 

1  ... 

589 

Arkansas . . 

862 

2  .. 

864 

California . 

931 

3 

18 

7 

959 

Colorado . . 

5 

9 

124 

7 

145 

Florida . 

4  .... 

4 

Georgia . 

177 

2  .. 

179 

Idaho . 

55 

4 

59 

Illinois . . 

2 

20  .. 

22 

Indiana.. . 

13  .. 

13 

Iowa . 

12 

1 

1 

14 

Kansas  _ 

2 

13 

143  ... 

158 

Kentucky. . . 

6 

2  ... 

-  8 

Louisiana..  ..  .. 

321  .... 

321 

Michigan . 

1  .. 

1 

Minnesota _ 

5  ... 

5 

Mississippi...  ... 

1,411  .... 

1,411 

Missouri _  .. 

98 

1/ 

2  ... 

117 

Montana . 

4 

75  .. 

79 

Nebraska  .  . 

1 

15 

5  .. 

21 

Nevada  . 

3 

1 

2 

1 

7 

New  Jersey .  . 

1  .. 

1 

New  Mexico _ 

119 

14 

39 

1 

173 

North  Carolina... 

70 

1  .. 

71 

North  Dakota . 

1 

26  .. 

27 

Ohio. . 

3 

1  .. 

4 

Oklahoma _ 

65 

1 

39  .. 

105 

Oregon _  _ 

76  .. 

76 

Pennsylvania . 

1  .. 

1 

South  Carolina. .. 

217  .... 

217 

South  Dakota _ 

2 

1 

17  .. 

20 

Tennessee . 

102  .... 

102 

Texas . . . 

2,  365 

84 

193 

11 

2,  653 

Utah _ _ 

5 

2 

7 

Virginia _ 

1  .. 

1 

Washington . 

1 

175  .. 

176 

Wyoming _ 

3 

5 

8 

Total,  United 

States .  7,638  223  1,007  39  18,907 


1 882  additional  payees  received  payments  of  $20,000  and  over 
from  other  ASCS  programs. 


NUMBER  OF  PAYEES  RECEIVING  $10,000  OR  MORE  FROM 
COTTON,  FEED  GRAIN,  WHEAT,  OR  WOOL  PAYMENTS, 
BY  STATES,  1967 


State 

Cotton 

Feed 

grains 

Wheat 

Wool 

Alabama _ _ _ 

808 

3 

0 

0 

Alaska _ _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona . . 

870 

11 

9 

5 

Arkansas _ 

2,098 

2 

6 

0 

California . 

1,728 

12 

70 

16 

Colorado . .  . 

11 

26 

449 

17 

Florida . . 

10 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia _ .-. . . 

604 

7 

1 

0 

Idaho . . . 

0 

4 

290 

18 

Illinois . . . :. 

5 

76 

6 

0 

Indiana . . 

0 

50 

1 

0 

Iowa _ _ 

1 

67 

3 

1 

Kansas  . . 

4 

47 

647 

0 

Kentucky _ _ _ 

22 

2 

2 

0 

Louisiana.. . 

814 

3 

1 

0 

Michigan . . . 

0 

4 

2 

0 

Minnesota . . 

0 

17 

25 

0 

Mississippi. . . 

2,  510 

1 

2 

0 

Missouri . . . . 

330 

54 

6 

0 

Montana . . 

1 

11 

613 

7 

Nebraska . . . 

1 

72 

55 

0 

Nevada.. . . . 

12 

1 

2 

4 

New  Jersey . 

0 

2 

0 

0 

New  Mexico . . 

371 

58 

72 

8 

New  York. .  . . 

0 

0 

1 

0 

North  Carolina . . 

217 

10 

0 

0 

North  Dakota . . . 

0 

2 

262 

0 

Ohio . . . 

0 

13 

3 

0 

Oklahoma . . . 

200 

9 

226 

0 

Oregon.. . 

0 

1 

316 

2 

Pennsylvania. . 

0 

5 

0 

0 

South  Carolina. . 

574 

6 

0 

0 

South  Dakota . 

4 

6 

90 

3 

Tennessee.. . . . 

419 

1 

0 

0 

Texas . . . . 

6,  439 

256 

474 

46 

Utah _ _ _ 

0 

0 

28 

3 

Virginia . . . 

1 

2 

0 

0 

Washington . . 

0 

2 

905 

3 

Wisconsin _ 

0 

7 

0 

0 

Wyoming _ _ _ 

0 

0 

12 

32 

Total,  United  States. 

18,054 

850 

4, 579 

615 

Comments  on  Study  Dated  November  27, 

1968,  “Limiting  Farm  Program  Payments" 

by  H.  D.  Godfrey  for  ASCS 

This  study  concludes  that  payments  to 
producers  under  existing  price  support  and 
acreage  control  programs  for  feed  grains, 
wheat,  cotton,  wool,  and  sugar  could  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  around  $20,000  per  farm  for  all  pay¬ 
ments,  or  to  $10,000  per  program  without 
serious  adverse  effects  on  production  or  on 
the  effectiveness  of  production  adjustment 
programs.  Admitting  that  difficult  adminis¬ 
trative  problems  would  arise,  the  report  leans 
toward  concluding  that  they  could  be  solved, 
Budget  savings,  it  is  averred,  would  range 
from  $200  to  $300  million  if  the  law  could 
be  administered  firmly.  The  range  of  savings 
would  depend  upon  the  kind  of  limit 
adopted.  Four  are  discussed:  (a)  a  $20,000 
payment  limit  per  farm;  (b)  a  $10,000  limi¬ 
tation  per  commodity;  (c)  a  $17,500  total 
payment  limitation  per  person,  based  upon 
a  sliding  scale;  and  (d)  a  sliding  scale  pay¬ 
ment  provision  without  An  upper  limit, 
somewhat  like  the  sugar  provision. 

A  quick  review  of  the  salient  points  and 
arguments  which  the  report  makes  causes  us 
to  conclude  that  the  study  is  overdrawn, 
with  much  of  the  narrative  not  providing 
firm  support  for  the  report’s  conclusion.  The 
following  detailed  comments  embrace  our 
views : 

1.  The  report  indicates  for  cotton  and 
wheat  that  a  payment  limitation  would  have 
little  effect  on  acreage  and  production.  For 
feed  grains,  it  indicates  that  a  limitation 
would  soon  lead  to  larger  surpluses  unless 
the  level  at  which  market  prices  were  sup¬ 
ported  was  also  reduced. 

In  the  case  of  wheat  and  feed  grains,  our 
data  indicate  the  imposition  of  a  $20,000 
payment  limit  probably  would  not  seriously 
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disrupt  the  voluntary  wheat  and  feed  grain 
supply  adjustment  programs.  Under  the  1967 
wheat  program,  payees  receiving  payments 
over  $20,000  accounted  for  about  2.5  million 
acres,  or  4  percent  of  the  wheat  allotment. 
Most  producers  could  of  course,  continue 
to  participate  in  the  program.  Furtherr,  by 
1970  a  wheat  farmer  would  have  to  over¬ 
plant  his  allotment  by  almost  70  percent 
in  order  to  pocket  the  same  returns  as  a  pro¬ 
gram  participant. 

In  the  case  of  feed  grains,  payees  receiv¬ 
ing  over  $20,000  in  a  1967  program  payments 
comprised  about  2.6  million  acres  of  the  total 
feed  grain  base,  made  up  of  about  0.8  mil¬ 
lion  base  acres  of  corn  and  1.8  million  base 
acres  of  grain  sorghums;  the  total  comprises 
only  about  2  percent  of  the  feed  grain  base. 
The  estimated  corn  base  attributed  to  payees 
receiving  over  $20,000  of  payments  in  the  10 
leading  com  (grain)  producing  States  ap¬ 
proximated  a  little  over  200,000  acres;  most 
of  these  payees  also  received  payments  under 
the  wheat  program.  The  remaining  corn  base 
involving  0.6  million  acres  was  widely  dis¬ 
tributed  primarily  in  the  Southeast  and  Mis- 
sissipi  Delta  cotton  producing  areas,  where 
corn  payments  are  minor  relative  to  cotton. 
In  general,  feed  grain  payments  in  the  sor¬ 
ghum  area  are  small  relative  to  cotton  pay¬ 
ments  on  cotton-feed  grain  farms.  In  this 
context  feed  grain  production  would  not  be 
expected  to  increase  materially  under  a 
$20,000  limitation. 

But  the  case  for  both  wheat  and  feed 
grains  begins  to  unravel  as  the  payment 
limitation  drops — for  example,  a  $10,000  or 
lower  limitation  would  importantly  change 
the  situation. 

For  cotton  our  data  show  that  payees  re¬ 
ceiving  over  $20,000  in  1967  program  pay¬ 
ments  accounted  for  more  than  30  percent 
of  the  potential  production;  about  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  allotment  acres  were  on  farms  affected 
by  this  limitation.  Further,  the  study  indi¬ 
cates  that  a  $10,000  program  limitation 
would  affect  payees  producing  about  5  y2 
million  bales,  or  more  than  40  percent  of  a 
normal  crop.  These  figures  are  significant; 
our  interpretation  of  them  is  different  than 
that  taken  by  the  report,  which  is  inclined 
to  conclude  that,  while  difficult  administra¬ 
tive  problems  would  arise,  nonetheless  they 
could  be  worked  out  so  as  to  result  in  budget 
savings  of  from  $200  to  $300  million,  and 
at  the  same  time  provide  adequate  supplies 
of  cotton  with  little  disruption  to  most  pro¬ 
ducers.  In  our  judgment  this  is  unrealistic, 
and  in  fact  is  not  supported  by  the  report 
itself.  Table  1  of  the  study  indicates  the 
range  of  savings  under  the  alternative  lim¬ 
itations,  provided  any  limitations  were  100 
percent  effective.  At  the  same  time  the  body 
of  the  leport  indicates  that  from  one-third 
to  one-  half  of  the  potential  savings  might 
be  lost  unless  the  limitations  were  “backed 
up  by  a  firm  policy  against  farm-splitting,” 
going  on  to  say  that  “it  is  possible  that  a 
substantial  part  of  the  indicated  savings 
would  be  lost  in  any  case  for  reasons  related 
to  farm  proprietorships”.  The  study  goes  on 
to  conclude  that  “it  would  be  impossible  for 
Washington,  for  a  State  administrative  com¬ 
mittee,  and  especially  for  a  farmer-elected 
county  committee  to  distinguish  changes 
for  causes  other  than  those  which  would  be 
a  direct  result  of  payment  limits”. 

As  we  see  it,  a  cotton  payment  limitation 
would  result  in  only  negligible  budgetary 
savings  simply  because  of  the  cotton  farm 
infrastructure.  In  explanation,  a  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  legal  entities  which  receive  the 
larger  cotton  payments  involves  more  than 
one  person.  Many  of  them  are  partnerships, 
corporations,  or  joint  ventures  involving  a 
fairly  large  number  of  individual  producers 
and  landowners.  The  large  farms  have  been 
operated  as  one  unit  in  order  to  increase 
efficiency,  but  if  limitations  were  to  be  put 
into-  effect,  most  of  the  large  farms  could 


be  divided — legally — into  smaller  units  with 
each  individual  operating  a  separate  farm¬ 
ing  unit. 

Very  few  of  the  producers  who  have  re¬ 
ceived  payments  in  excess  of  $20,000  own  all 
the  land  that  they  operate.  Most  of  them 
rent  or  lease  some  of  the  land  they  are  work¬ 
ing,  and  many  of  them  also  have  leased  or 
purchased  allotment  acreage  from  other 
farms.  If  a  limitation  is  made  effective,  those 
producers  who  have  been  leasing  would  not 
continue  to  lease  the  additional  land  or 
allotment. 

By  1970  cotton  payments  are  likely  to  aver¬ 
age  about  20  percent  smaller  than  in  1967 
as  diverted  acreage  is  greatly  reduced  or 


Thus,  a  central  question  relating  to  making 
a  payment  limitation  work  for  cotton  in¬ 
volves  action  which  the  Government  could 
take  to  enforce  a  limitation.  Realistically  we 
doubt  that  legal  actions  could  be  taken  to, 
in  effect,  freeze  the  number  of  payees,  deny 
producers  the  right  and  opportunity  to  rent 
land  which  they  own,  release  land  which 
they  have  rented,  or  even  to  sell  or  lease 
portions  of  their  allotment.  In  this  connec¬ 
tion,  we  note  the  report’s  suggestion  that 
legislation  authorizing  sale  of  cotton  allot¬ 
ments  should  be  amended  to  prevent  such 
sales  for  the  express  purpose  of  avoiding  a 
payment  limitation,  commenting  that  this 
would  require  a  “Solomon-like”  determina¬ 
tion  by  administrators.  Indeed  it  would! 

Furthermore,  the  study  does  not  give  any 
serious  consideration  to  the  impact  on  other 
programs  if  limitations  were  applied  to  cotton 
and  who  could  administratively  enforce  such 
limitations.  It  is  possible  throughout  the 
cotton  area  to  grow  alternative  crops,  but  the 
alternative  crops  are  also  in  surplus.  Thus, 
any  limitations  which  would  affect  cotton 
would  naturally  lead  the  producers  to  adopt 
farming  practices  which  would  involve  the 
growing  of  other  price  supported  crops,  all 
of  which  are  now  in  surplus.  Thus,  any  sav¬ 
ings  as  a  result  of  limitations  on  cotton 
would  for  all  practical  purposes  be  largely 
offset  by  increased  cost  of  price  supported 
operations  for  feed  grains,  wheat,  soybeans, 
dairy,  etc. 

It  is  true,  as  the  report  states,  that  certain 
payment  limitations  have  been  in  effect  in 
past  years,  mentioning  the  Agricultural  Con¬ 
servation  Program  and  the  Conservation  Re¬ 
serve  Program.  These  limitations  are  de¬ 
scribed  in  enclosure  1.  It  is  important  to 
point  out  here,  however,  that  a  clear  dis¬ 
tinction  must  be  made  between  a  limitation 
involving  voluntary  participation  in  acreage 
adjustments,  as  contrasted  to  a  program 
which  sharply  limits  payments  to  producers 
for  a  crop  that  is  their  main  livelihood.  In  a 
word,  little  useful  comparison  can  be  drawn 
between  a  payment  limitation  on  the  ACP, 
and  a  cotton  payment  limitation. 

Much  of  the  above  comment  relates  to  a 
limitation  of  around  $20,000.  The  problems 
We  describe,  and  their  effect  on  overall  pro¬ 
gram  results,  would  bear  down  much  more 
forcefully  if  the  payment  limitation  were 
$10,000 — and  the  impact  of  a  $5,000  limita¬ 
tion  would  obviously  be  much  greater  yet. 


eliminated.  This  would  reduce  the  number 
of  farms  affected  by  a  $20,000  limit.  In  1967, 
about  8,900  payees  received  a  payment  of 
over  $20,000  on  cotton,  wheat,  feed  grains, 
and  wool.  By  1970,  it  is  estimated  this  num¬ 
ber  would  be  reduced  to  around  6,500  payees 
even  if  they  continued  to  operate  the  same 
land  in  the  same  manner  as  in  1967. 

The  list  of  large  cotton  payees  (over 
$25,000)  in  1967  has  been  reviewed  for  a 
few  counties  by  some  of  our  people  who  are 
knowledgeable  about  farms  and  farming  in 
these  counties.  The  following  summarizes 
the  actions  which  our  people  think  these 
payees  might  take  in  1970  if  a  limitation 
were  in  effect. 


I  believe  we  can  agree  that  as  the  payment 
limitation  drops,  the  number  of  producers 
affected  would  sharply  increase,  and  there 
would  be  less  opportunities  for  producers  to 
legally  avoid  the  limitation.  This  brings  up 
another  serious  problem — the  ability  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  adequate  cotton  production  involv¬ 
ing  participation  by  the  family  farm,  coun¬ 
trywide,  with  price  support  at  about  world 
price  levels. 

In  sum,  I  am  seriously  concerned  with  a 
report  which  contemplates  savings  of  from 
$200  to  $300  million  through  a  payment  lim¬ 
itation.  Realistically,  I  do  not  believe  the 
necessary  steps  could  be  taken,  either  by 
statute  or  administratively,  to  make  the  pro¬ 
gram  effective  enough  to  result  in  important 
savings.  And  further,  if  the  limitation  were 
dropped  to  the  point  where  large  numbers 
of  smaller  producers  were  affected  by  it, 
program  savings  would  be  made  at  the  risk 
of  jeopardizing  the  entire  program  with  re¬ 
sultant  damage  to  the  family  farm  enter¬ 
prise.  There  would  be  serious  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  adequate  quantities  of  cot¬ 
ton  would  continue  to  be  produced. 

2.  The  Sugar  Program;  The  study  would 
apply  the  limitations  described  above  to  the 
sugar  program  as  well.  This  program,  how¬ 
ever,  now  embraces  limitations  on  sugar  act 
payments,  based  on  a  sliding  scale,  but  with 
no  absolute  limitation.  The  statutory  rate 
of  payment  per  100  pounds  of  sugar  starts  at 
80  cents  for  the  first  350  tons  per  farm  or 
per  person,  but  drops  to  a  rate  of  30  cents 
per  100  pounds  for  quantities  in  excess  of 
30,000  tons.  The  report  states  that  the  lim¬ 
itations  “provide  some  disincentive  to  large 
growers  although  not  enough  to  prevent  con¬ 
siderable  concentration  of  sugar  production.” 
We  see  no  problem  on  the  sugar  program; 
it  has  a  long  history  and  it  is  working  well. 
We  seriously  doubt  the  wisdom  of  embroil¬ 
ing  the  sugar  program  in  any  new  limita¬ 
tions,  of  the  kind  the  study  contemplates. 
The  study  indicates  that  1,500  producers  re¬ 
ceived  payments  in  excess  of  $10,000,  and 
from  100-125  obtained  payments  in  excess 
of  $20,000  in  1967.  For  the  larger  producers, 
program  payments  amount  to  less  than  5 
percent  of  the  gross  receipts.  The  study  con¬ 
jectures  that  if  payments  were  reduced  to 
a  maximum  of  $20,000  the  larger  sugar  com¬ 
panies  probably  would  continue  to  produce 
at  about  present  levels,  and  to  comply  with 
acreage  allotments.  It’s  our  view  that  enact- 


Action  that  would  likely  be  taken 

Number  - 

of  payees  Increase  Rent  out  Release  Sell  or  lease 


over  number  of  owned  rented  part  of 

County  $25,000  payees  t  land  land  allotment 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5) 


Yuma,  Ariz .  46  34  3  29  10 

Maricopa,  Ariz _  175  •  105  52  27  136 

Reeves,  Tex . . 65  24  11  23  13 

Sunflower,  Miss _ 82  38  21  16  2 


•  Includes  cases  where  farming  operation  would  be  divided  between  present  owners  and/or  partners,  and  where  operation  would 
be  changed  from  hired  hands  to  share  tenants  or  cash  tenants. 

Note.— Cross  totals  do  not  add  to  col.  1;  many  payees  would  take  multiple  actions. 
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ment  of  sugar  legislation  Is  time  consuming, 
tortuous  and  difficult;  it  usually  has  been 
handled  separately.  We  do  not  believe  the 
problem  of  payment  limitations  for  sugar 
is  sufficiently  serious  to  warrant  further  con¬ 
sideration  at  this  time. 

3.  The  Wool  Program:  Here  again  we  doubt 
the  wisdom  of  applying  a  payment  limita¬ 
tion.  The  study  shows  that  125  wool  pro¬ 
ducers  would  have  been  affected  by  a  $20,000 
limitation  under  the  1967  program.  A  lim¬ 
itation  of  $10,000  would  have  affected  165 
producers  that  year,  they  receive  about  $2.6 
million  and  accounted  for  perhaps  about  9 
percent  of  U.S.  production.  A  $10,000  limita¬ 
tion  would  have  reduced  payments  about 
$1.0  million.  But  the  wool  program  payment 
is  considered  an  “incentive  payment”  de¬ 
signed  to  increase  domestic  wool  production, 
make  consumers  less  dependent  upon  im¬ 
ports.  It  is  financed  from  tariff  receipts  on 
imports,  thus  is  somewhat  different  from 
our  other  programs.  For  these  reasons  we 
doubt  that  action  to  impose  a  limitation 
would  serve  a  really  useful  purpose. 

4.  Changes  in  basic  legislation  for  wheat, 
feed  grain  and  cotton:  The  study  suggests 
the  possibility  of  amending  wheat  and  feed 
grain  legislation  so  as  to  provide  either  for 
a  larger  acreage  allotment,  or  a  reduced  di¬ 
version  requirement  for  those  participants 
who  would  be  affected  by  a  payment  limita¬ 
tion.  For  cotton,  it  suggests  that  marketing 
quota  penalties  might  be  waived  for  produc¬ 
ers  affected  by  the  limitation,  who  overplant 
farm  acreage  allotments  by  specified  per¬ 
centages. 

We  see  little  need  for  the  wheat  and  feed 
grain  proposal  which  has  serious  shortcom¬ 
ings.  We  are  inclined  to  doubt  the  accept¬ 
ability  of  a  program  which  would  offset  pay¬ 
ment  limitations  with  the  opportunity  to 
produce  larger  quantities  with  the  benefit 
of  price  support.  Administratively,  the  pro¬ 
vision  would  give  rise  to  difficult  problems. 

The  cotton  proposal  apparently  stems  from 
the  belief  that  producers  whose  payments  are 
drastically  reduced  under  the  limitation 
ought  to  have  the  opportunity  to  produce 
extra  supplies  with  the  benefit  of  the  loan. 
This  is  a  laudale  objective  particularly  if 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  production 
otherwise  would  not  be  adequate.  At  the 
same  time  we  have  serious  doubts  both  as 
to  its  general  acceptability  or  the  need  for 
it.  For  example,  if  a  $50,000  price  support 
payment  were  reduced  to  $20,000,  this 
amount  could  be  earned  on  perhaps  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  domestic  acreage  allotment.  If 
the  domestic  allotment  percentage  was  set 
at  65  percent,  this  means  the  $20,000  could 
be  earned  on  26  percent  of  the  allotment.  In 
this  situation  the  producer  already  would  be 
able  to  grow  the  remaining  74  percent  of 
his  allotment  with  benefit  of  price  support. 
Administratively,  the  suggestion  for  extra 
acreage  to  such  a  producer  would  raise  seri¬ 
ous  and  complex  problems.  Allotments  are 
made  to  farms,  not  individuals.  Many  allot¬ 
ments  embrace  situations  under  which  a 
large  payment  accrues  to  one  or  two  individ¬ 
uals,  but  much  smaller  payments  accrue  to 
others.  This  might  involve  basing  the  extra 
acreage  on  a  person’s  intention,  ahead  of 
planting  time.  We  see  numerous  problems 
with  this,  and  at  the  same  time  we  are  not 
sure  that  the  provision  would  be  needed. 

The  earlier  comment  in  this  memorandum 
related  to  the  provision  which  would  amend 
legislation  authorizing  sales  of  cotton  allot¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  The  money 
saved  by  my  amendment  could  be  re¬ 
served,  or  expanded  on  other,  more  wor¬ 
thy,  projects  like  farm  pollution  control, 
conservation,  and  wildlife  management. 
It  is  clear  to  me  that  whatever  construc¬ 
tive  use  of  the  money  saved  we  make, 
it  will  be  a  better  use  than  padding  cor¬ 


porate  and  agribusiness  bank  accounts. 

As  I  noted  earlier,  subsidy  ceilings  are 
not  new.  They  have  been  suggested  be¬ 
fore  and  debated  before.  Let  us  look  at 
some  of  the  objections  that  have  been 
raised  to  crop  subsidy  limitation  per 
producer : 

One  argument  often  heard  is  that  if 
big  producers  cannot  receive  full  pay¬ 
ment  for  all  diverted  acres,  they  will 
simply  drop  out  of  the  program  com¬ 
pletely,  pour  on  the  fertilizer  and  multi¬ 
ply  production.  The  result,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  argued,  would 
be  a  glut  on  the  market — followed  by  a 
sharp  drop  in  commodity  prices  and  the 
squeezing  out  of  the  small  producer  our 
farm  program  was  designed  to  protect. 

That  future  projection  of  an  imaginary 
horrible  was  flatly  contradicted  by  the 
last  administration’s  own  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  John  Schnittker.  In 
a  report  dated  November  27,  1968,  in 
the  closing  days  of  Secretary  Free¬ 
man’s  term,  Dr.  Schnittker  stated  un¬ 
equivocally  : 

Payments  to  producers  under  existing  price 
support  and  acreage  control  programs  .  .  . 
could  be  limited  to  around  $20,000  per  farm, 
for  all  payments  .  .  .  without  serious  ad¬ 
verse  effects  on  production  or  in  effectiveness 
of  production  adjustment  programs. 

The  then  Under  Secretary  went  on 
examining  supporting  data  in  some  de¬ 
tail,  documenting  fully  the  reasons  why 
a  subsidy  limitation  would  not  ruin  the 
farm  program. 

The  Johnson  administration,  however, 
did  not  permit  the  report  to  see  day¬ 
light.  The  truth  of  Dr.  Schnittker’s  re¬ 
marks  becomes  more  obvious  when  we 
recall  the  history  of  recent  agricultural 
legislation. 

The  original  purpose  of  subsidy  pay¬ 
ments  was  to  stabilize  production,  and 
thereby  markets,  through  orderly  crop 
reductions,  diverting  acreage  from  the 
raising  of  commodities.  Once  Congress 
resolved  to  pay  the  fanner  high  price 
supports  for  his  produce.  That  policy 
failed  when  it  stimulated  even  greater 
production,  and  brought  about  a  gigan¬ 
tic  surplus. 

At  one  time  those  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties,  as  I  am  sure  many  Senators  will  re¬ 
member,  were  worth  $8  billion,  and  cost 
fully  $1  billion  a  year  simply  to  store. 

Accordingly,  farm  policy  in  the  United 
States  was  changed  to  provide  subsidy 
payments  to  farmers  who  limited  produc¬ 
tion  by  diverting  their  land  to  nonpro¬ 
duction.  Payments  were  awarded  to  com¬ 
pensate  them  for  not  using  their  most 
valuable  capital  asset,  the  land. 

For  some  commodities,  like  feed  grains 
and  wheat,  the  purpose  of  limiting  out¬ 
put  was  achieved.  Fully  89  percent  of  all 
feed  grain  payments  in  1968  were  devoted 
to  limiting  output.  For  wheat,  the  figure 
was  51  percent,  and  this  proportion  is 
expected  to  increase  in  1970. 

For  cotton,  the  story  was  different.  In 
1969,  only  38  percent  of  subsidy  pay¬ 
ments  went  to  limit  production.  In  1970, 
virtually  all  cotton  payments  will  be  for 
income  supplements,  with  no  payments 
for  production  limitation. 

Let  me  make  clear  at  this  point  that 
I  have  nothing  against  cotton  farmers. 
Raising  cotton  in  the  United  States  has 
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been  an  essential  part  of  our  economic 
output  since  the  beginning  of  the  Re¬ 
public,  and  I  would  not,  under  any  cir¬ 
cumstances,  favor  compromising  that 
portion  of  our  agricultural  output.  I  am 
for  the  farmer;  I  am  flatly  against  out¬ 
rageously  excessive  payments  to  rich 
agribusinessmen  and  corporations  who 
receive  more  than  $20,000  in  any  year. 

It  is  necessary,  however,  to  examine 
somewhat  more  closely  the  cotton  pro¬ 
gram,  since  the  brunt  of  my  legislation 
would  fall  on  the  cotton  agribusinessmen 
who  compose  about  two-thirds  of  the 
farm  units  whose  payments  would  be 
affected  by  this  amendment. 

Cotton  acreage  is  not  severely  lim¬ 
ited  at  the  present  time.  In  fact,  the 
national  cotton  acreage  allotment  has 
been  increased.  As  a  consequence,  Fed¬ 
eral  cotton  subsidies  go  to  enhance  in¬ 
come,  not  to  limit  production.  Right 
now,  the  taxpayer  is  paying  about  $900 
million  a  year  to  generate  a  cotton  crop 
worth  only  slightly  more  than  $1  bil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Since  the  Senator  is 
talking  about  subsidies  paid  to  growers  of 
various  crops,  does  he  know  that  seven 
States  where  corn  and  other  feed  grains 
are  grown  are  paid  $1,324  million,  and 
Illinois  appears  to  be  the  fourth  or  fifth 
State  in  point  of  receipts?  Illinois  re¬ 
ceived  $195  million  by  way  of  subsidies. 
Louisiana,  which  grows  cotton,  a  little 
corn,  and  a  little  rice,  gets  $52  million. 

The  State  of  Indiana,  corn  growing, 
$132  million.  Iowa,  com  growing,  $260 
million.  Kansas,  $234  million  of  these 
subsidies  the  Senator  is  talking  about. 
Minnesota — mostly  corn  growing,  and 
with  no  cotton — will  get  $171  million. 
Mississippi,  $133  million  plus,  and  Ne¬ 
braska,  $199  million  plus — all  corn  and 
other  feed  growing  States. 

So  that  is  where  all  of  the  subsidies  go, 
when  you  talk  about  amounts.  Of  the  $3 
billion  plus  of  subsidies  that  are  paid,  1 
billion,  3  hundred  and  some-odd  million 
dollars  is  paid  to  six  States  in  the  Mid¬ 
west.  Would  the  Senator  be  willing  to 
put  a  limitation  on  the  payments  as  to 
States? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  No,  certainly 
not.  And  I  would  add  that,  while  I  do 
not  in  any  sense,  of  course,  question  the 
figures  that  the  Senator  has  just  quoted, 
I  would  point  out  that  the  purport  of 
this  amendment  is  to  limit  the  amount 
received  by  any  producer.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact,  as  the  Senator  has  pointed 
out,  that  a  substantial  part  of  the  total 
dollars  are  received  by  farmers  in  Illinois, 
the  fact  is  that  my  State  is  one  of  the 
great  agricultural  States  in  the  Nation, 
but  there  are  only  136  farmers  in  all  of 
Illinois  who  receive  more  than  $20,000 
per  producer.  That  is,  of  course,  the  im¬ 
pact  of  this  amendment — to  cut  down 
the  excess  over  $20,000  to  any  one  pro¬ 
ducer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Well,  of  course,  the 
Senator  realizes  that  there  are  many 
crops  grown  in  this  country  that  require 
a  lot  of  handling,  and  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  increases.  Cotton  happens  to  be 
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one  of  those,  whereas  in  the  case  of 
corn,  it  is  all  mechanized,  and  one  per¬ 
son  can  now  do  the  work  done  by  per¬ 
haps  15  or  20  heretofore,  because  of 
mechanization. 

In  the  case  of  cotton,  a  good  deal  of  it 
is  handwork,  and  the  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion  is  high.  In  order  for  a  farmer  to  be 
able  to  grow  cotton  in  the  South,  he 
must  be  mechanized.  If  he  has  a  farm 
of,  let  us  say,  less  than  100  acres  or  less 
than  150  acres,  where  he  must  mechanize 
to  produce  a  crop,  he  could  not  possibly 
survive  unless  he  is  able  to  mechanize. 


That,  to  me,  is  the  difference  between 
the  situation  that  exists  in  States  like 
Illinois  and  States  in  the  South,  where 
cotton  is  grown  in  abundance,  on  a  large 
scale,  because  of  the  inability  of  the 
small  farmer  to  purchase  the  required 
machines  so  as  to  properly  mechanize  his 
farm. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  will  per¬ 
mit  me,  what  we  are  talking  about  now 
may  appear  in  the  Record  at  the  end  of 
the  Senator’s  speech,  and  I  would  like 
to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 


in  the  Record,  if  the  Senator  will  not 
object,  the  tables  from  which  I  have 
been  reading,  indicating  where  these 
subsidies  are  paid. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  stated,  al¬ 
most  a  third  of  the  amount  of  money 
that  is  paid  out  in  subsidies  is  paid  to  six 
States  in  the  Midwest  which  plant  corn 
and  other  feed  grains. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

PROGRAMS  DURING  CALENDAR  YEAR  1969 
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Cotton 

Feed  grains 

Wheat 

acreage 

acreage 

acreage 

diversion  and 

diversion  and 

diversion  and 

National 

Milk 

price-support 

price-support 

price-support 

Sugar  Act 

Wool  Act 

indemnity 

State 

payments 

payments 

payments 

program 

payments 

payments 

Alabama _ 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas. . 

California _ 

Colorado . 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware. . . 

Florida _ _ 

Georgia . 

Hawaii . 

Idaho . . . 

Ilinois . 

Indiana. . 

Iowa. . . 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine.. . 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts.. 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada . . 

New  Hampshire 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico... 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina.. 
North  Dakota... 

Ohio . . . 

Oklahoma . . 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania... 
Rhode  Island... 
South  Carolina.. 
South  Dakota... 

Tennessee _ 

Texas. . . 

Utah . . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia . . 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia... 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming . 

Puerto  Rico . 

Virgin  Islands... 
Undistributed... 


547,  372, 610  $24, 681, 988  $606,  506  .  $6,  439 

. . . . . . .  27,372  $31,119 

39,792,872  3,337,525  1,103,481  $946,886  881,636 

72,707,713  2,948,140  1,280,772  ....  21,424 

81,487,963  13.130,673  6,253,569  11,936,765  3,951,185  2  697 

. 1 .  19,780,717  32,971,553  3,275,766  3,096,832  . 

.  185,172  7,299 

1,385,339  408,262  . . .  1,806  . 

1,034,722  7,878,713  172,666  5,247,946  3,950  . . 

35,274,710  34,514,116  1,897,959  . .  5,325  . 

. . . . . . .  10,809,756  70  . . 

.  2,417,134  30,929,193  7,728,552  2,482,354  ... . 

132,  827  156,  696, 151  27,  830,  856  .  636, 325 

.  104,339,848  19,580,674  _ _  513,544  . 

_ _ 246,759,650  817,836  49,433  1,601,287  ..  . . 

427  71,430,634  151,090,541  1,035,761  714,420 

437,042  39,678,618  2,573,993  . .  252,758  "21421 

34,681,867  2,872,213  392,404  9,588,463  20,269  13,979 

. .  81,928  3,127  470,612  32,704  . 

5,063,926  1,913,800  .  34,791 

. . .  86,170  260  13,099  . 

.  36,906,891  22,400,751  3,790,455  526,574 

_ _  140,202,782  14,677,795  4,876,710  1,075,987  . . 

110,876,620  14,526,073  609,031  16,745  .. 

20,307,945  97,382,782  24,797,724  _ _  618,651  ” 

_  -  4,711,778  63,857,616  2,117,518  3,309,339  5,876 

_ _  141,299,473  45,625,720  2,641,255  634,043  .. 

316,409  44,665  439,824  505,325  ..  . 

. .  52,168  ... . 8,357  . 

3,207,032  794,766  35,545  14,123  . 

13,273,449  12,192,348  8,099,410  175,983  1,974,159  . 

.  10,729,179  6,736,524  241,567  213,228  .. 

14,143,085  40,919,217  ,5,190,345  23,673  ... . 

.  33,132,891  113,013,504  2,426,870  901,241 

64,578,755  26,646,888  1,211,660  1,510,930  16, 258 

21,763,826  14,202,439  68,945,642  _ 1 _  208,293  5,914 

_ _  1,986,092  16,993,254  1,123,526  1,392,119  . 

.  13,930,955  6,572,270  307,905  _ 

. .  3,805  2,354  ... . 

30,307,718  14,743,858  2,747,212  1,596  . 

_  48, 152, 159  33,  031,  244  .  3,  264, 747  . 

34,120,724  28,659,250  1,970,553  92,437  . 

269,657,954  124,424,302  54,365,707  1,699,018  20,327,186  . . . 

. . 1,222,545  4,710,220  1,292,843  3,054,217  . . 

193,161  123  . .  11,280  . 

446,718  9,992,804  3,081,768  404,218  . 

. .  1,865,070  47,881,515  3,494,906  472,895  _ _ 

.  1,232,637  244,657  352,117  . . . 

44,674,192  719,371  . . .  287,591  14,121 

. .  861,084  3,524,223  1,907,719  5,543,677  . 

. . . . . .  7,824,500  . . . . . 


■  3, 715, 865 


Total 


828,137,201  1,643,299,042  857,505,109  85,950,015  65,006,761  111,385 


1  Represents  deductions  from  producers  incentive  payments  for  advertising  and  sales  promotion  programs  and  paid  to  American  Sheep  Producer’s  Council,  Inc.,  and  Mohair  Council  of  America,  Inc. 
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Agricultural 

Emergency 

Appalachian 

conserva- 

conserva- 

Cropland 

Soil  bank 

region  con- 

Cropland 

tion 

tion 

conversion 

conservation 

servation 

adjustment 

Total 

State 

program 

measures 

program 

reserve 

program 

program 

payments 

Alabama... 

Alaska . 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas... 

California.. 

Colorado... 

Connecticut. 

Delaware... 

Florida . 

Georgia.... 

Hawaii . 

Idaho _ 

Illinois . 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 


$5, 169, 234  $4,  437 

63, 832  800 

1,484,219  120,080 

4,  418,  341  13,  089 

4,  052,  079  1, 925, 676 

3,  462,  935  778 

398, 072 
277,  775 

3,148,517  10,242 

6,  674,  009  67, 320 

136,982  6,614 

1,981,863  31,618 

7,  014, 952  29,  496 

4,  469,  457  274,  560 

7, 222, 462  173, 922 


$59, 056  $1,  046,  303 


8,362  . . . 

6,047  717,  812 

13,  320  144, 165 

104,354  1,  173,311 

5,729 
8, 601 
601,  462 
2,  792, 494 


6,831  404,363 

42,  720  160, 293 

120,791  342,435 

175,669  174,611 


$310,  813  $2, 773,  553 


.  174, 924 

. .  347, 907 

. .  308, 302 

. .  1,021,734 

.  211,345 

. .  79,225 

_ I..  1,131,305 

165, 630  4,  531,  103 


103, 773 
2, 830, 857 
2,  523,  060 
3, 376, 286 


54,  556 
166,  070 


$82,  030,  939 
123, 123 
47, 849,  985 
82,  488,  245 
123, 206,  394 
64, 887, 980 
807, 617 
2, 161,  008 
19,  284,  079 
86,  088, 736 
10, 953, 422 
46,  085, 681 
195,  374, 477 
132, 164, 369 
260,  351, 156 
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U  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  PAYMENTS  TO  PRODUCERS  BY  STATES  AND  PROGRAMS— Continued 


Agricultural  Emergency  Appalachian 

conserva-  conserva-  Cropland  Soil  bank  region  con-  Cropland 

tion  tion  conversion  conservation  servation  adjustment  Total 

State  program  measures  program  reserve  program  program  payments 


Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine . . 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts. . 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi.  .  . 

Missouri  .  _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire. 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico. .. 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina^ 
North  Dakota.. 

Ohio. _ 

Oklahoma . 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania- .. 
Rhode  Island... 
South  Carolina.. 
South  Dakota... 

Tennessee _ 

Texas . :.. 

Utah _ 

Vermont . . 

Virginia _ 

Washington _ 

West.  Virginia  _ . 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ .. 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands... 
Undistributed- . 


$5,  595, 191  $29,  654  $93, 148 

6,  307, 491  168,  064  108,  974 

4, 189, 146  17, 655  44, 679 

929,185  4,872  21,215 

1,260,420  . . . . . . 

465,892  . . . . 

4, 248, 953  7,  201  60,  041 

4,843,032  435  139,159 

6, 115,  513  142,  372  46,  488 

7,902,311  86,316  150,326 

3, 467, 630  370, 023  174 

4,  420,  932  58,  098  175,  474 

531,  432  46,  516  _ 

470,904  . . . 

608,963  _ _ 

2,001,982  45,074  189,671 

4,779,857  . 29,162 

6,476,334  _  88,368 

4,890,697  _  108,523 

5,022,483  153,561  61,140 

5,045,659  187,392  63,506 

2,393,464  46,357  11,055 

4,290,241  ....  .  7,888 

61,811  . . .  . 

3,114,074  _  57,599 

3,454,791  166,419  184,612 

4,926,920  249,715  67,593 

18,430,862  2,008,791  361,230 

1, 192, 263  47, 048  633 

1,014,854  . 1216 

4,161,030  101,319  11,831 

2,572,740  ... . 4,842 

1,626,726  2,098  ....  _ 

4,912,261  13,246  86,024 

1,915,254  93,917  11,106 

1,022,730  . . .  .  . 

18, 141 . . . 


$2,842,021  . $1,513,565 

453,  864  $283, 138  2, 227,  863 

276,612  . 168,995 

299,637  _ 57,728 

65,237  26,430  237,229 

6,182  . 67,817 

1,  078,  490  .  4, 374,  684 

1,118,482  _  4,222,444 

272,159  168,297  837,587 

1,030,719  .  3,982,242 

1,118,816  .  306,496 

925,263  .... _ 3,684,422 


46,959  . 2,447 

34,505  ... .  194  021 

29,783  . 3,014,292 

1,294,720  188,266  1,240,261 

435, 016  189, 052  2, 291, 695 

5,550,144  _  2,284,309 

658,088  175,517  3,397,955 

2,271,426  . .  1,248,844 

298,579  _ 98,981 

720,848  238,965  1,797,120 

... . 714 

2, 800, 189  57, 944  2, 358, 687 

3,088,810  _  2,373,487 

1J13, 764  460,811  2,160,847 

2,766,834  _ 7,863,953 

221,457  _  69,128 

195,044  _ 29,950 

183,402  183,103  1,087,759 

471,956  . . 125,223 

94, 035  231, 575  93, 297 

1,010,227  . 4,629,321 

118,366  . 97,525 


$234,345, 362 
52,  513, 226 
52,  266,  222 

I,  901,  008 
8, 601,  833 

639, 420 
73,  394,  040 
171,155,956 
133,610, 885 
156,259,  016 
79,  265, 266 
199,  464,  680 
1,884, 171  ' 
580,  835 
4,  888, 955 
40, 996, 151 
25, 452, 764 
69,756, 785 
162,308,  179 
103,424,235 
113,942,941 
24, 343,  427 
27, 866, 192  . 

68, 684 
56, 188, 877 
93,716,269 
73,722,614 
501, 905, 837 

II, 810,354 
1,444,196 

19,653,952 
56, 889, 147 
3, 877, 142 
56, 346, 354 
14,072,871 
8, 847,  230 
18, 141 
3,715,865 


Total. 


184,656,898  6,703,905  2,942,021  40,363,213  2,679,541  77,581,262  3,794,996,353 


>  Denotes  refunds  and  adjustments. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Illinois.  I  would  cer¬ 
tainly  agree,  as  obviously  one  must,  that 
there  is  a  difference  in  the  mechanics  of 
producing  com  as  opposed  to  producing 
cotton.  Certainly,  there  is  a  difference  in 
the  process.  But  the  fact  is,  from  the  in¬ 
formation  I  have  in  tables  that  I  have 
already  asked  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record,  shows  that  over  70  percent  of 
total  cotton  production  right  now  comes 
from  those  receiving  less  than  $20,000  in 
subsidies.  It  is  on  the  remainder  only 
that  the  impact  of  this  amendment 
would  fall. 

So  I  suggest  that  the  comparison  made 
by  the  Senator  of  the  difference  in  the 
processing  is  not  an  adequate  argument 
to  offset  the  limitation  which  is  the  im¬ 
pact  of  this  amendment. 

If  I  may  continue  in  my  remarks,  ad¬ 
mittedly,  farmers  who  produce  only  2 
percent  of  all  feed  grains  and  3  to  4  per¬ 
cent  of  wheat  would  be  affected  by  this 
amendment.  Some  will  suggest  that  this 
measure  would  discriminate  against  cot¬ 
ton — as  has  been  indicated  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  since 
28  percent  of  that  crop  would  feel  the 
impact  of  ceiling  limitations.  But  the 
important  point  to  remember  is  that 
these  programs  can  be  distinguished  be¬ 
cause  wheat  and  feed  grain  payments 
are  working.  They  limit  production.  Cot¬ 
ton  subsidies  do  not  work.  Instead,  they 
simply  supplement  income,  and  most  of 
these  are  incomes  which  do  not  need  sup¬ 
plementing. 

Some  have  objected  that,  if  a  subsidy 
limitation  is  enacted,  cotton  producers 
will  simply  shift  to  other  crops,  such  as 
soybeans  or  corn,  and  glut  those  markets. 
A  Louisiana  State  University  study,  how¬ 
ever,  has  recently  demonstrated  that, 


even  without  subsidy  payments,  cotton 
is  a  more  profitable  crop  than,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  soybeans. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  is  intended  primarily  to  cure 
a  major  flaw  in  the  farm  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram — excessive  payments  to  individual 
producers.  But  this  long  overdue  legis¬ 
lation  will  do  more :  It  will  build  a  bridge 
of  understanding  between  rural  and 
urban  America. 

In  our  country,  three  out  of  four  citi¬ 
zens  are  city  dwellers,  while  only  one  of 
every  20  is  a  farmer.  Because  of  the  fla¬ 
grant  abuse  of  a  program  designed  to 
assist  the  family  farm,  many  city  people 
picture  the  farmer  as  a  wealthy  prop- 
ertyholder  receiving  vast  subsidies  from 
the  Federal  Government  for  doing  noth¬ 
ing.  The  recent  attention  given  by  the 
national  media  to  the  13,000  producers 
receiving  more  than  $20,000  per  year  has 
presented  the  average  citizen  with  an 
image  of  the  farmer.  To  them  he  ap¬ 
pears  a  bloated  caricature;  a  rural  Daddy 
Warbucks. 

These  13,000  constitute  a  total  of  0.51 
percent  of  all  subsidy  payees. 

Any  farmer,  or  anyone  with  family  or 
close  friends  who  farm,  knows  this  cari¬ 
cature  is  a  vicious  libel  to  millions  of 
honest,  hard  working,  frugal  family 
farmers  caught  in  the  squeeze  of  rising 
costs  and  diminishing  prices.  The  aver¬ 
age  farmer  gets  about  $100  per  month 
for  deliberately  leaving  idle  his  most  val¬ 
uable  asset,  and  better  than  a  third  get 
no  more  than  a  dollar  a  day.  In  the 
meantime,  far  from  sitting  on  the  porch 
in  his  rocking  chair,  any  farmer  who  is 
going  to  keep  farming  is  out  in  the  hot 
sun,  working  with  his  hands  on  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  laborious,  backbreaking,  physi¬ 


cally  demanding  jobs  which  must  be  done 
to  keep  a  family  farm  operation  going. 
His  wife  helps  out,  and  so  do  his  sons 
and  daughters,  and  no  group,  no  occupa¬ 
tion,  and  no  profession  exceeds  the  con¬ 
tribution  they  make  to  our  society.  This 
is  the  true  picture  of  the  American 
farmer.  I  believe  that  my  amendment 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  dispelling  the 
biased,  distorted  image  many  of  our  un¬ 
informed  citizens  have  of  the  farmer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  good  deal  of  sympathy  with  the  posi¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois,  though  I  completely  dis¬ 
agree  with  the  method  of  his  approach. 

I  want  the  Record  to  show  at  this  time 
that  the  list  placed  in  the  Record  earlier 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  was  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
showing  the  total  payments  of  subsidies 
by  States,  and  that  in  the  case  of  Florida, 
the  State  which  I  represent  in  part,  the 
total  subsidy  is  only  $19,284,000,  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  our  total  agricultural 
dollar  production  is  $1.3  billion.  In  other 
words,  this  is  not  a  major  question  at  all 
in  my  State  and,  naturally,  the  thinking 
of  my  people  is  affected  by  that  situation, 
just  as  with  the  farmers  in  Illinois,  where 
the  average  farm  is  producing  feedgrains 
and  is  not  a  corporate  farm  but  is  gen¬ 
erally  a  small  family  farm. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  that  I  think  the  method  he  is  follow¬ 
ing  here  is  completely  wrong,  and  I  hope 
he  will  reexamine  his  situation  and  de¬ 
cide  to  make  this  fight  at  another  time 
and  on  another  bill. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Senatar  from 
Florida  did  not  vote  for  the  1965  bill  and 
did  not  vote  for  its  extension  for  one 
year  when  it  was  extended.  Therefore,  he 
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has  already  shown  his  dissatisfaction 
with  the  legislation  now  on  the  books.  I 
think  the  Senator  knows  that  pretty  well. 
But  the  Senator  from  Florida  also  knows 
that  the  suggestion  made  here,  applied  to 
an  appropriations  bill,  has  always  been 
the  wrong'  method  to  approach  the  mat¬ 
ter,  and  an  unfair  method.  In  this  year, 
it  is  particularly  wrong  and  particularly 
untimely,  because  the  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation  under  which  we  are  operating — 
that  is,  the  1965  bill  as  extended  for  1 
year  after  its  original  5 — expires  with 
this  year;  and  the  big  fight  this  year  is 
going  to  be,  so  far  as  agriculture  is  con¬ 
cerned,  on  the  adoption  of  the  new  farm 
bill. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  going  to 
support  some  sort  of  limitation  in  that 
bill.  He  does  not  know  what  the  total 
evidence  will  show.  He  has  already  stated 
to  the  able  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
when  the  latter  appeared  before  our  leg¬ 
islative  Agricultural  Committee,  of  which 
the  Senator  from  Florida  happens  to  be 
a  member,  as  well  as  a  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  that  he 
thought  that  the  recommendation  then 
made  by  the  Secretary  that  the  limita¬ 
tion  should  be,  as  I  recall,  $110,000  was 
too  great  and  that  some  better  figure 
than  that  would  have  to  be  suggested 
in  order  for  it  to  have  any  chance  of 
adoption. 

The  point  the  Senator  from  Florida 
is  making,  first,  is  that  the  fight  ought 
to  occur  on  the  general  farm  legisla¬ 
tion,  second,  that  the  legislation  to  which 
this  amendment  would  apply,  if  it  were 
attached  to  this  bill,  does  not  exist.  This 
amendment  applies  to  crops  planted  in 
fiscal  1971,  and  crops  planted  in  1971 
are  not  under  the  existing  legislation  but 
on  ancient  legislation,  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  cannot  even  remember 
in  its  exact  details. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  recalls  that 
as  to  com,  no  price  support  was  pro¬ 
vided,  except  by  agreement  made  by  the 
com  producers  and  by  action  taken  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Com 
producers  only  twice,  as  the  Senator  from 
Florida  recalls,  ever  entered  into  any 
agreement  for  that  purpose,  so  that  this 
amendment  is  completely  untimely  in 
that  it  applies  to  appropriation  bills  in 
the  first  instance  and,  in  the  second  in¬ 
stance,  it  seeks  to  apply  to  an  agricul¬ 
tural  program  which  is  not  now  in  exist¬ 
ence  but  will  have  to  be  in  existence 
within  the  next  few  weeks  because  it  will 
have  to  be  in  existence  so  as  to  apply 
to  the  winter  wheat  which  will  be  planted, 
as  I  recall,  in  September  or  October.  So 
that  the  bill  is  coming  up  very  shortly. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  will  be  glad 
to  help  to  get  some  sort  of  limitation  in 
the  bill,  and  so  will  others  who,  I  am 
sure,  will  not  share  the  feeling  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  it  is  appro¬ 
priate  to  place  this  kind  of  arbitrary 
limitation  in  any  appropriation  bill,  par¬ 
ticularly  when  it  is  to  apply  to  a  farm 
program  that  does  not  yet  exist. 

He  hopes  that  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  agree,  as  was 
agreed  by  others  in  the  other  body  who 
share  the  same  conviction  that  he  shares. 
They  decided  there  that  this  is  not  the 
bill  to  attach  such  a  provision  to  but 


that,  instead,  the  fight  should  be  deferred 
to  the  new  farm  bill.  He  hopes  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  consider  that  well,  because  he 
thinks  he  will  get  a  great  many  more 
votes  and  there  will  be  greater  sympathy 
with  his  approach  to  a  limitation.  I  am 
not  speaking  about  this  particular 
amount,  because  I  do  not  know  what 
limitation  will  be  in  the  farm  bill.  This 
would  simply  inject  into  the  conference 
a  matter  already  rejected  by  the  other 
body. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  knows  the 
convictions  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
He  does  not  question  them  for  a  moment, 
but  he  does  suggest  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  first,  that  he  reexamine  the  un¬ 
timeliness  of  the  proposal  and,  second, 
that  he  hold  his  fire,  mass  his  ammuni¬ 
tion,  keep  his  powder  dry,  and  be  ready 
to  make  his  fight  when  the  farm  bill 
comes  up. 

He  simply  makes  that  suggestion  as  a 
friendly  one,  because  there  are  so  many 
other  items  involved  in  the  bill  which 
would  be  adversely  affected  by  a  long 
conference,  that  he  thinks  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  get  fewer  votes  in  his 
proposal  as  presented  now  than  he  would 
when  properly  presented  on  a  legislative 
bill. 

I  am  glad  now  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vei'mont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  concur  in 
the  remarks  just  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Agricultural 
Appropriations  Subcommittee.  I  also 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
there  has  to  be  a  limitation  on  the  pay¬ 
ments.  However,  this  is  not  the  bill  to 
put  that  on.  There  must  be  and  there 
certainly  should  be  an  agricultural  bill 
coming  over  to  us  from  the  House  and  we 
will  consider  it  here.  In  fact,  we  have  al¬ 
ready  considered  most  of  it.  We  are  wait¬ 
ing  for  them  to  get  something  over  to  us. 
I  would  be  glad  if  they  would  just  send 
the  title  of  the  farm  bill  over  and  let  us 
fill  in  the  rest  of  it.  But,  so  far,  they  have 
not  done  that. 

Now  that  I  am  on  my  feet,  I  join  with 
all  the  others  who  have  paid  tribute  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida  for  his  work 
on  agricultural  appropriations,  not  only 
for  this  bill  but  for  the  bills  which  we 
have  had  coming  before  us  throughout 
the  years. 

I  do  not  think  anyone  has  ever  per¬ 
formed  this  work  as  conscientiously,  cer¬ 
tainly  not  more  conscientiously,  than  has 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

I  am  not  saying  this  in  the  nature  of 
a  eulogy  because  I  do  not  like  eulogies. 
I  believe  in  giving  credit  where  credit  is 
due.  Not  only  do  I  not  believe  in  eulogies, 
but  we  expect  to  get  a  great  deal  more 
work  out  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
while  he  is  a  Member  of  the  Senate.  He 
certainly  has  done  a  remai'kable  job,  not 
only  for  his  State  and  country  but  par¬ 
ticularly  for  American  agriculture. 

The  pending  bill  is  one  of  his  better 
works  because  we  have  been  operating 
under  difficulties,  with  everyone  saying 
that  we  do  not  have  any  money  for  this 
or  we  do  not  have  any  money  for  that, 
and  then  we  have  to  decide  what  we  do 
have  money  for. 

Once  again  let  me  say  that  the  work 
which  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  been 


performing  is  almost  superhuman  over 
the  many  years  that  he  has  been  look¬ 
ing  after  agricultural  appropriations. 
Also  as  a  ranking  member  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Committee,  his  work  has  been 
outstanding. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Vermont  most  sin¬ 
cerely. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Illinois  may 
not  have  been  listening,  because  he  was 
chatting  with  another  Senator,  when  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  made  it  plain 
that  he  agrees  there  should  be  limita¬ 
tions  and  he  thinks  this  is  not  the  bill 
it  should  be  on. 

Like  myself,  he  supports  some  limita¬ 
tions  in  the  farm  bill.  Like  myself,  ex¬ 
cept  he  is  a  good  deal  senior  to  me 
both  in  length  of  time  in  service  on  the 
agricultural  bill  and  in  his  amount  of 
knowledge  of  agriculture,  he  is  support¬ 
ing  a  limitation  in  the  farm  bill,  so  that 
we  have  two  friendly  suggestions  to  make 
to  the  Senator,  that  this  is  not  the  time 
for  him  to  make  his  best  fight. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  the  right  idea.  He  is  in  the  right 
place.  A  little  later  I  think  it  v/ill  be 
the  right  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  while 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  is  on  his  feet, 
I  know  he  has  great  interest  in  obtain¬ 
ing  more  convenient  and  expeditious 
handling  of  requests  by  farmers  in  his 
State,  by  the  establishment  of  a  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  State  office  in 
Vermont.  Previously,  they  have  had  to 
go  over  to  Orono,  Maine,  which  is  a 
friendly  State  and  a  most  friendly  place 
to  go,  but  is  a  good  many  miles  away, 
especially  in  the  wintertime. 

I  am  glad  to  be  able  to  state  to  the 
Senator  that  I  have  received  a  letter 
dated  July  2,  1970,  from  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Hardin,  and  I  will  read  a 
part  of  it: 

This  is  to  inform  you  that  a  Farmers  Home 
Administration  State  Office  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  In  the  State  of  Vermont. 

Then  he  goes  on  with  the  information. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  this  letter  printed  in  the 
Record  in  its  entirety. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  2,  1970. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies,  U.S.  Senate,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  This  is  to  inform 
you  that  a  Farmers  Home  Administration 
State  Office  will  be  established  in  the  State 
of  Vermont.  The  area  to  be  served  by  the 
State  Office  has  not  yet  been  determined  as 
Vt  will  be  necessary  to  reorganize  the  New 
England  State  Office  at  Orono,  Maine,  which 
now  administers  the  FHA  program  in  the 
States  of  Connecticut,  Maine,  Massachusetts, 
New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  is  pres¬ 
ently  reviewing  the  workload  and  organiza¬ 
tion  in  the  New  England  area  and  will  estab¬ 
lish  a  State  Office  in  Vermont  at  an  early 
date. 

Sincerely, 

Clifford  M.  Hardin, 

Secretary. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Let  me  again  thank  the 
Senator  from  Florida  for  looking  after 
this.  The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
work  has  grown  in  my  State,  as  it  has 
also  grown  in  Maine.  Up  until  now,  the 
volume  of  its  business  has  not  warranted 
the  establishment  of  a  State  office  in 
Vermont.  This  is  no  reflection  at  all  on 
the  work  which  has  been  done  by  the 
Maine  oflice,  which  is  400  miles  away 
from  western  Vermont — almost  as  far 
away  as  Washington,  D.C. — but  their 
business  has  grown.  Until  now  circum¬ 
stances  dictate  that  a  Vermont  oflice 
should  be  established. 

I  have  a  feeling  that  with  the  economy 
of  this  country  as  it  is  today  the  work  of 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  will 
increase  much  more  rapidly  in  the  very 
near  future. 

The  Farmers  Home  has  been  a  good 
organization.  It  has  done  worthwhile 
work.  Certainly,  it  has  made  mistakes 
occasionally.  But  who  has  not?  Anyone 
who  says  he  does  not  make  mistakes  once 
in  a  while  is  no  good  anywhere.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Florida  for  having  the 
letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
printed  in  the  Record.  I  have  also  re¬ 
ceived  a  similar  letter  from  Secretary 
Hardin  and  at  this  time  wish  to  express 
my  thanks  to  the  Secretary  and  other 
officials  of  the  Department  for  their  co¬ 
operation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  to  sup¬ 
plement  what  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
has  said,  the  farmers  of  New  Hampshire, 
at  least,  will  be  greatly  pleased  by  this 
news  because  apparently  their  travel  to 
Vermont  is  much  easier,  particularly  in 
winter,  than  it  is  to  Maine,  and  much 
shorter  in  distance.  So  that  his  efforts 
result  not  only  to  the  convenience  of  the 
farmers  in  his  State  but  also  to  the  con¬ 
venience  of  many  of  the  farmers,  perhaps 
all  of  them,  in  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  join  the  Senator  in  opposing 
the  Smith-Williams  amendment  that 
would  place  a  limitation  of  $20,000  on 
the  amount,  that  any  one  farmer  could 
receive  under  the  various  farm  programs. 

A  limitation  is  necessary,  but  in  order 
not  to  disrupt  the  operation  of  present 
programs,  we  would  have  to  include  leg¬ 
islation  on  this  appropriation  bill.  This 
would  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  is  right  when 
he  says  that  a  poll  in  Illinois  indicates 
that  90  percent  of  his  farmers  want  a 
$20,000  limitation.  I  am  sure  that  a  poll 
of  the  farmers  in  my  State  would  indicate 
that  95  percent  of  them  want  a  limita¬ 
tion.  There  are  only  65  fanners  in  the 
whole  State  of  North  Dakota  receiving 
more  than  $20,000,  as  I  recall,  only  one 
receiving  more  than  $65,000. 

I  am  sure  that  in  the  next  legislative 
bill,  which  we  will  be  considering  soon, 
there  will  have  to  be  a  limitation.  I  point 
out  that  that  is  the  place  in  which  to  do 
it  and  not  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  comments.  I  point 
out  that  all  of  these  comments  have  been 
made  by  friendly  Senators  who  think 
that  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  with  all 
of  his  intense  convictions,  would  stand  a 
much  better  chance  to  get  some  practical 
limitation  if  his  attempt  were  to  support 


the  limitation  which  will  be  included  in 
the  farm  bill  or  to  change  whatever  limi¬ 
tation  there  will  be  in  that  bill.  There  will 
certainly  be  a  limitation  in  that  bill  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  has  marshaled  well 
his  arguments  for  a  limitation  on  pay¬ 
ments  pursuant  to  his  amendment.  They 
are  classical  arguments  that  have  been 
made  many -times  before  in  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  armed 
himself  well  with  the  prevailing  senti¬ 
ment  in  his  State.  And  he  has  acquired  a 
very  firm  conviction  that  he  is  on  the 
right  track  and  is  doing  the  right  thing 
in  advocating  the  pending  amendment. 

I  join  my  colleagues  who  have  spoken 
to  the  effect  that  this  is  neither  the  time 
nor  the  place.  It  is  not  the  time  because 
these  moneys  would  not  apply  to  the 
crop  year  that  would  be  relevant.  It  is 
not  the  time  because  this  is  not  a  legisla¬ 
tive  bill.  It  is  an  appropriation  bill. 

There  is  this  further  proposition  about 
it  insofar  as  the  merits  are  concerned.  It 
is  not  a  simple  proposition  to  try  to  deal 
intelligently  and  effectively  with  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  the  payments. 

The  chief  testimony  on  that  consists 
of  the  weeks  and  weeks  of  testimony 
taken  in  the  other  body  in  committee  in 
an  effort  to  try  to  devise  a  formula  which 
would  limit  the  payments  and  at  the 
same  time  permit  the  programs  to  pro¬ 
ceed  and  be  in  shape  so  that  they  would 
not  be  impaired  by  the  larger  operators 
competing  in  withdrawing  from  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

If  there  is  to  be  a  program,  there  must 
be  cooperation  by  the  larger  owners  or 
enough  of  them  to  make  an  impact  upon 
the  intense  reduction  in  production. 

The  House  has  labored  long  and  it  has 
labored  to  a  point  where  there  will  be  a 
type  of  limitation  on  payments  that  will 
be  much  more  acceptable  and  much  more 
workable.  That  provision  will  be  con¬ 
tained  in  a  bill  in  which  it  will  mean 
something  and  will  be  a  part  of  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  in  this  regard. 

None  of  those  results  would  flow  from 
the  pending  amendment.  Hence,  I  join 
my  colleagues  and  concur  with  them  in 
opposing  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hughes)  .  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  All  in  favor  signify  by  saying  “aye.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  told 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  would  be 
glad  to  join  him  in  an  effort  to  get  a 
rollcall  vote  if  he  wanted  to  do  so.  How¬ 
ever,  I  would  hope  that  he  would  defer 
his  fight  for  a  limitation  until  the  debate 
on  the  farm  bill.  That  is  something  that 
he  must  decide  for  himself.  I  will  help 
him  get  a  rollcall  vote  if  he  desires  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment 
I  urge  its  adoption.  Whether  it  is  to  be 
voted  on  at  this  time  or  adopted  as  a 
part  of  the  major  farm  bill  is  a  decision 
that  I  will  leave  with  my  friend,  the 
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Senator  from  Illinois.  He  can  decide  the 
most  strategic  time. 

As  one  who  has  been  advocating  this 
$20,000  limitation  over  the  years,  I  point 
out  that  I  have  never  taken  the  position 
that  large  farming  as  such  is  wrong.  I 
recognize  that  with  large  equipment  and 
modern  machinery  there  is  a  trend  to¬ 
ward  larger  farming,  and  that  is  appro¬ 
priate  because  it  contributes  greatly  to¬ 
ward  increased  efficiency  and  bringing 
down  the  cost  of  production.  But  at  the 
same  time,  our  agricultural  program  as 
supported  by  the  American  taxpayers  is 
designed  specifically,  or  at  least  the  claim 
is  made  that  it  is  designed  specifically  to 
help  the  small  farmers.  The  larger  pay¬ 
ments  do  not  help  them  because  they 
subsidize  to  an  extent  the  type  of  cor¬ 
porate  operation  more  than  the  small 
operators. 

The  man  with  a  small  farm  has  to  buy 
a  minimum  amount  of  modern  equip¬ 
ment.  So  from  an  efficiency  standpoint  he 
cannot  afford  to  idle  his  acreage  under 
the  soil  bank  plan,  as  the  large  operator 
can  do,  because  he  would  lose  his  effi¬ 
ciency.  His  machinery  would  be  idle. 

A  large  operator  owns  several  tractors 
and  combines.  He  can  idle  one  or  two  of 
those  and  reduce  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  with  the  result  that  to  a  large 
extent  the  subsidy  he  receives  represents 
primarily  a  gain.  So  it  does  give  a  definite 
advantage  to  the  large  corporate-type 
operations.  I  think  that  a  correction  in 
the  law  is  long  overdue. 

Mention  was  made  by  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  about  his  State’s 
being  the  No.  1  corn-producing  State.  I 
come  from  one  of  the  Eastern  States.  We 
are  often  considered  as  not  being  con¬ 
nected  with  agriculture.  However,  as  I 
have  pointed  out  with  pride  to  my 
friends  a  number  of  times,  while  I  come 
from  a  small  State  in  the  eastern  part 
of  the  country  the  county  in  which  I  live 
was  third  in  agricultural  production  to 
any  county  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains. 
I  think  it  is  about  12th  or  15th  now.  At 
that  time  it  outranked  every  county  in 
agricultural  production  in  the  so-called 
agricultural  belt  of  the  Midwest.  I  say 
that  not  with  any  disrespect  to  any  of 
them  but  as  a  matter  of  pride  and  to 
point  out  that  some  of  us  in  our  area  of 
the  country  are  interested  in  agriculture. 

With  reference  to  these  subsidies,  I 
think  that  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
small  farmers  they  would  be  better  off 
with  this  limitation.  Besides,  what  is 
equally  important  is  that  it  would  save 
the  taxpayers  around  $300  million. 

The  argument  has  been  made  that  if 
the  amendment  were  passed  at  this  time 
it  would  delay  the  bill  in  conference.  I 
am  not  too  sure  of  that.  The  fact  is  that 
the  House  on  at  least  one  occasion  has 
passed  a  bill  with  a  limitation  of  $20,000 
and  that  it  was  the  Senate  that  re¬ 
jected  it. 

I  feel  confident  that  once  we  can  get 
this  limitation  through  the  Senate  it  will 
be  accepted  by  the  House,  and  for  that 
reason  I  would  not  be  concerned  about 
the  fact  that  the  limitation  is  included 
in  the  bill.  The  time  to  win  is  when  the 
votes  are  available. 

I  think  that  we  want  to  get  the  largest 
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vote  possible  when  the  amendment  is 
offered.  On  March  24  of  this  year  I  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Congressional  Record  a 
list  of  the  payments  in  excess  of  $60,000. 
The  committee  has  compiled  a  larger  re¬ 
port  that  lists  the  amount  of  payments 
down  to  $5,000. 

The  reports  showed  that  there  were 
seven  companies  receiving  in  excess  of 
$1  million  each.  Certainly  no  agricultural 
program  can  be  justified  with  that  type 
of  payment. 

There  were  14  companies  that  were 
paid  between  $500,000  and  $1  million. 

There  were  54  companies  that  were 
paid  between  $250,000  and  $500,000. 

These  were  not  small  farmers. 

There  were  six  banks  that  were  draw¬ 
ing  payments  ranging  from  $27,000  to 
$224,000  not  to  cultivate  their  farmland. 

The  Southern  National  Bank  of  Lum- 
berton,  N.C.,  was  paid  $224,254.  The 
First  National  Bank  of  east  North  Caro¬ 
lina  at  Dunn,  N.C.,  collected  $69,943. 
The  First  National  Bank  of  Dumas,  Tex., 
was  paid  $69,415.  These  banks  are  classi¬ 
fied  as  small  farmers  under  the  existing 
program.  The  Waccamaw  Bank  &  Trust 
Co.,  Lumberton,  N.C.,  was  paid  $58,134. 
The  First  National  Bank  &  Trust  Co., 
Wichita  Falls,  Tex.,  received  $34,686. 
The  Wilbur  Security  Co.,  Wilbur,  Wash., 
collected  $27,445. 

It  does  not  make  sense  to  have  an  ag¬ 
riculture  program  that  is  paying  these 
banks  not  to  cultivate  farmland.  They 
cannot  be  described  as  small  farmers. 

The  Standard  Oil  Co.,  Oildale,  Calif., 
collected  $127,995.  The  Arizona  State 
Penal  Farm,  Grady,  Ariz.,  collected 
$148,628.  The  Louisiana  State  Peniten¬ 
tiary,  Angola,  La.,  collected  $85,219  not 
to  cultivate  its  farmland. 

The  question  arises  in  my  mind  in 
connection  with  penitentiaries  being 
paid  as  farmers  not  to  cultivate  the  land, 
we  have  criminal  penalties  for  violations 
of  the  law  relating  to  these  payments. 
Just  suppose  one  of  these  penitentiaries 
violated  the  law  and  was  convicted.  Mr. 
President,  how  could  you  put  a  peniten¬ 
tiary  in  the  penitentiary  for  violating 
the  law?  Perhaps  someone  could  give  us 
the  answer,  but  this  points  out  the  ri¬ 
diculousness  of  the  situation.  The  great 
State  of  Montana  collected  $641,341  as 
a  farmer  not  to  cultivate  its  land. 

Mr.  President,  the  entire  list  was 
printed  in  the  Record  of  March  24  of  this 
year.  I  will  not  belabor  the  Record  by 
asking  that  it  again  be  printed. 

I- point  out  that  the  time  is  long  over¬ 
due  when  we  should  put  a  realistic  ceil¬ 
ing  on  these  payments  and  limit  them  to 
bona  fide  farmers,  those  who  cultivate 
their  farms  as  a  farming  business,  and 
not  pay  the  money  to  those  who  are  ab¬ 
sentee  corporate-type  owners. 

This  amendment  should  be  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  agreed  to  by  the  Senate,  especially 
now  that  we  are  operating  at  a  deficit  of 
around  $30  million  a  day  and  having  to 
borrow  money  to  finance  the  deficit  of 
the  Government.  This  is  not  the  time  to 
continue  payment  of'  these  large  pay¬ 
ments.  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
agreed  to.  I  recognize  that  theoretically, 
if  the  proposed  new  agriculture  bill  does 
not  pass  at  this  session  of  Congress  it 


would  not  make  as  much  difference  be¬ 
cause  there  would  be  a  limited  farm  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  these  payments  could 
be  made  next  year. 

That  is  not  an  excuse,  however,  for  re¬ 
jecting  this  amendment  here  today. 

The  adoption  of  this  $20,000  limitation 
will  have  an  excellent  chance  to  be  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  House,  and  I  hope  that 
when  the  roll  is  called  the  amendment 
will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  first  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Smith).  As  he  stated,  he  is  one  of  the 
first  Members  of  this  body  from  an  agri¬ 
culture  State  to  advocate  payment  lim¬ 
itations.  Coming  from  an  agriculture 
State  I  believe  we  should  look  beyond 
payment  limitation  to  the  program  itself. 
We  should  be  discussing  a  program  and 
payments  made  thereunder,  advocated 
by  Secretary  Freeman,  passed  during  the 
Johnson  administration,  and  passed  by 
this  Congress  by  a  substantial  margin  in 
both  Houses.  Those  of  us  who  supported 
that  program  bear  a  greater  burden  than 
those  not  voting  on  the  1965  act. 

Mr.  President,  the  argument  is  not 
whether  there  should  be  a  limitation  of 
$20,000,  $15,000,  $10,000  or  $5,000;  but 
whether  there  should  be  any  payments 
made  to  farmers. 

I  point  out  to  my  friends  from  urban 
areas  that  farmers  now  comprise  only 
about  6  percent  of  the  population  but 
the  American  people  still  have  the  best 
food  bargain  of  any  in  the  world  because 
of  the  efficiency,  devotion,  and  dedica¬ 
tion  of  farmers. 

Mr.  President,  in  Kansas  about  410 
farmers  receive  $20,000  or  more  in  pay¬ 
ments.  I  feel  certain  those  410  farmers 
will  survive  with  or  without  payment 
limitations.  But  I  share  the  concern  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  that  this  is 
an  appropriation  bill,  that  the  authoriz¬ 
ing  legislation,  the  Farm  Act  of  1970,  is 
now  in  the  process  of  being  compromised 
in  the  other  body  and  hopefully  it  will 
be  passed  this  year  by  Congress. 

I  suggest  that  is  the  time  to  impose 
payment  limitations.  There  is  no  doubt 
in  my  mind  because  of  the  recognition 
by  every  Member  of  this  body  and  the 
efforts  of  the  Representative  from 
Massachusetts,  Mr.  Conte,  and  from 
Illinois,  Mr.  Findley,  in  the  other  body, 
payment  limitations  will  become  a  fact 
of  life  in  the  event  a  farm  bill  is  passed. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
while  I  share  many  of  his  views,  this  is 
not  the  appropriate  time  to  consider 
this  limitation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 
When  we  have  the  farm  bill  before  this 
body  it  will  contain  some  payment  lim¬ 
itation,  one  that  some  will  feel  is  too 
high  and  others  may  feel  is  too  low. 

There  is  a  recognition  that  perhaps 
farm  programs  should  be  tightened  to  ex¬ 
clude  certain  corporations,  and  such  or¬ 
ganizations  mentioned  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware.  Let  us 
not,  in  the  meantime,  penalize  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  because  we  pass  the  farm 
programs.  The  farmer  does  not  come  to 
us  and  say,  “We  want  a  $20,000,  $30,000, 
or  $40,000  program.”  The  programs  are 
generally  passed  with  a  bipartisan  major¬ 
ity  and  the  farmer  must  then  comply 
with  it.  Then  many  in  this  country  criti¬ 


cize  the  farmer  for  accepting  the  bene¬ 
fits  under  that  program  passed  by 
Congress,  not  by  farmer  or  farm 
organizations. 

I  trust  on  reflection  we  recognize  that 
it  is  not  the  fault  of  the  American  farmer. 
If  there  is  a  fault,  perhaps  it  is  that  of 
the  legislative  branch,  and  the  executive 
branch. 

In  any  event,  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  for  bringing  this  matter  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  but  trust  we 
may  delay  consideration  until  the  farm 
bill  is  before  us. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  vote  for  H.R.  17923,  which 
appropriates  $7.7  billion  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  fiscal  year  1971.  While  there  are  many 
features  in  this  bill  which  will  greatly 
assist  the  people  of  my  State,  there  is 
much  more  that  must  be  done  to  develop 
and  strengthen  our  agricultural  industry. 

I  first  want  to  note,  as  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee  which  considered  this 
bill,  that  we  will  surely  miss  the  able 
leadership  of  our  chairman,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland), 
who  is  retiring  at  the  end  of  this  Con¬ 
gress.  Senator  Holland,  who  is  also  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee,  has  served  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Agriculture  for  the  past  8  years.  He 
is  one  of  the  leading  experts  in  the  coun¬ 
try  on  agricultural  matters,  and  his  ef¬ 
forts  on  behalf  of  this  important  sector 
of  the  economy  will  be  missed  by  all  who 
understand  that  a  strong  agricultural  in¬ 
dustry  is  the  backbone  of  a  strong 
America. 

Mr.  President,  among  the  items  in  this 
bill,  the  committee  recommends  $128,- 
457,000  for  conservation  operations 
which  will  be  used  to  furnish  technical 
assistance  to  farmers,  ranchers,  and  co- 
operators  in  soil  and  water  conservation 
districts.  Included  in  this  effort  are  funds 
for  soil  surveys  which  determine  land 
capabilities  and  conservation  treatment 
needs.  In  addition,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $9,043,000  for  the  conduct  of  co¬ 
operative  river  basin  surveys  and  investi¬ 
gations  which  will  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  coordinated  water  resource 
program. 

The  committee  also  recommends 
$5,434,000  for  watershed  planning, 
$21,037,000  for  flood  prevention,  and  $76 
million  for  watershed  works  of  improve¬ 
ment.  West  Virginia,  with  its  moun¬ 
tainous  topography,  varied  soil  types, 
flooding  problems,  and  surface  mining  of 
coal,  has  special  resource  problems  that 
present  many  challenges.  These  funds 
will  be  used  to  further  administer  a 
watershed  program  which  will  benefit  a 
large  percentage  of  the  State’s 
population. 

All  of  these  programs,  which  I  have 
just  mentioned,  are  part  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  which  is  considered  by  many  of 
my  constitutents  as  one  of  the  most  ef¬ 
fective  and  beneficial  programs  offered 
by  the  Federal  Government.  In  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  sup¬ 
plies  technical  assistance  to  the  State’s 
14  soil  and  water  conservation  districts 
in  developing  revegetation  plans  for  areas 
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disturbed  by  strip  mining.  The  stabiliza¬ 
tion  of  these  strip  mine  areas  reduces  the 
amount  of  lost  sediment  and  pollution, 
enhances  the  esthetics  of  the  country¬ 
side,  improves  the  wildlife  habitat,  and 
increases  the  production  of  forest 
products. 

The  watershed  program,  provided  for 
under  Public  Law  566,  is  making  sub¬ 
stantial  progress  in  West  Virginia.  It 
benefits  the  local  economy  by  furnishing 
flood  protection  for  homes,  businesses, 
industry,  and  agriculture.  It  creates  addi- 
tionad  jobs  and  a  better  way  of  life. 

The  committee  recommends  $14,676,- 
000  for  the  resource  conservation  and 
development  program.  The  appropriation 
recommended  is  $4,424,000  over  the  1970 
appropriation,  and  $800,000  over  the 
House  bill  and  the  budget  estimate  for 
1971.  Funds  from  this  program  are  used 
to  develop  an  overall  program  of  land 
conservation  and  resource  development. 
The  moun  tain- dominion  project  in 
Mercer  and  Summers  Counties  in  West 
Virginia  has  shown  excellent  results.  The 
Little  Kanawha  Resource  Conservation 
and  Development  program  located  in 
Wood,  Wirt,  Roane,  Ritchie,  and  Cal¬ 
houn  Counties  was  one  of  the  first  11 
projects  to  be  approved  in  the  Nation,  and 
it  too  has  been  very  successful. 

At  my  request,  the  committee  included 
language  in  its  report  directing  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  utilize  existing 
research  funds  to  develop  detailed  plans 
and  specifications  for  the  establishment 
of  a  Northeastern  Appalachian  Region 
Fruit  Crop  Research  Station  in  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  This  project  is  long  overdue,  and 
its  implementation  would  be  a  major  step 
in  increasing  the  yield  and  quality  of  our 
fruits  and  berries,  while  at  the  same  time 
reducing  the  costs  of  harvesting  and 
production. 

The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  request  for  appropriations  for  the 
child  nutrition  program  and  the  food 
stamp  program.  In  addition,  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  reinstated  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram,  and  has  included  $104  million  in 
order  that  the  program  may  continue  at 
the  present  level.  These  programs  are  of 
great  importance  to  the  people  of  West 
Virginia  and  the  whole  Nation,  and  will 
go  a  long  way  toward  erradicating  hunger 
among  the  less  fortunate,  particularly 
our  schoolchildren.  In  a  country  so  rich 
as  ours,  no  child  should  attend  school  on 
an  empty  stomach. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  provides  for  an 
increase  in  funding  for  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  The  FHA,  which 
was  established  in  1946,  has  greatly  as¬ 
sisted  the  development  of  our  rural  areas, 
both  in  my  State  of  West  Virginia,  and 
across  the  Nation.  Throughout  my  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
in  the  Senate,  I  have  always  supported 
legislation  to  strengthen  and  expand  the 
FHA  loan  programs  so  that  credit  will  be 
available  to  more  of  our  rural  citizens. 

During  the  past  decade  more  than  $100 
million  was  invested  in  West  Virginia  by 
the  FHA.  Today,  there  are  27  full-time 
offices  and  28  part-time  offices  to  serve 
the  needs  of  West  Virginians.  I  strongly 
urge  that  Congress  increase  this  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  decade  ahead.  We  need  im¬ 
proved  housing,  adequate  water  supply 


and  waste  disposal  systems  for  our 
smaller  urban  areas  and  rural  communi¬ 
ties.  We  need  additional  assistance  for 
the  small  businessman  and  for  the  family 
farms. 

Without  the  loan  assistance  provided 
for  by  this  legislation,  family  farmers 
and  other  rural  families  in  my  State 
would  forced  to  quit  the  land  and  mi¬ 
grate  to  our  Nation’s  overcrowded  cities 
causing  additional  urban  problems.  FHA 
loans  have  helped  over  700  families  in 
West  Virginia  to  buy  farms  with  more 
than  $8  million  in  loans;  and  more  than 
8,000  families  in  West  Virginia  have 
been  able  to  improve  their  farm  opera¬ 
tions  with  operating  loans  totaling  more 
than  $19  million.  To  date,  more  than 
839,000  persons  in  the  rural  areas  of  my 
State  have  benefited  from  the  compre¬ 
hensive  water  and  sewer  systems  pro¬ 
vided  for  under  FHA. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
has  done  much  to  better  the  life  in  rural 
areas  of  West  Virginia.  I  intend  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  its  efforts  to  strengthen 
family  farms,  to  improve  rural  com¬ 
munities,  and  to  provide  economic  and 
social  opportunities  for  West  Virginians. 

Mr.  President,  as  we  worry  more  and 
more  about  the  quality  of  our  environ¬ 
ment,  our  attention  should  not  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  the  plight  of  our  cities.  For  it  is 
our  rural  communities  that  provide  the 
food  and  the  natural  resources  which  al¬ 
low  our  cities  to  continue  to  live.  The 
resource  base  of  America  must  not  be 
forgotten  in  the  rush  to  determine  na¬ 
tional  priorities.  We  must  be  vigorous 
and  consistent  in  conserving  and  im¬ 
proving  our  soil  and  water  resources. 
We  must  provide  through  adequate  ap¬ 
propriations  the  indispensable  weaponry 
of  proper  land  and  water  management, 
so  that  America  will  remain  strong  in 
the  future. 

My  State  is  what  I  would  term  a  rural 
one,  and  what  I  have  been  saying  about 
this  bill  is  that  its  provisions  will  be 
highly  beneficial  to  our  area.  These  fea¬ 
tures  to  which  I  refer  are  the  agricul¬ 
tural  research  programs,  the  soil  conser¬ 
vation  programs,  the  food  and  nutriti- 
tion  programs,  the  commodity  programs, 
and  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
West  Virginia  cannot  be  called  a  metro¬ 
politan  State,  and  it  will  not  receive 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  urban 
assistance.  This  legislation  will  fund  to 
West  Virginia  an  excess  of  $65  million  in 
agricultural  assistance  for  fiscal  year 
1971.  Money  which  will  be  used  for  the 
good  of  America,  and  I  intend  to  fully 
support  and  vote  for  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to¬ 
day  in  opposition  to  the  proposal  to  limit 
the  amount  of  agricultural  payments 
any  one  producer  can  receive.  While 
this  amendment  does  not  in  its  present 
from  apply  to  sugar,  I  am  certain  that 
should  this  move  be  successful,  attempts 
will  surely  be  made  to  include  the  sugar 
under  this  payments  limitation  either 
this  year  or  next  year.  I  do  not  believe 
I  am  exaggerating  to  say  that  should 
such  an  amendment  limiting  sugar  pay¬ 


ments  be  adopted,  it  would  destroy  the 
sugar  industry  in  my  State  and  have  an 
extremely  disastrous  effect  on  Hawaii’s 
economy.  The  sugar  industry  is  one  of 
the  most  important  income-producing 
industries  in  Hawaii. 

At  the  present  time,  the  sugar  industry 
in  Hawaii  employs  approximately  11,300 
persons  on  a  year-round  basis,  with  an 
annual  payroll  of  $71.7  million,  includ- 
ihg  the  cost  of  benefits,  making  them 
the  highest  paid  agricultural  workers  in 
the  world.  I  believe  these  figures  alone 
adequately  explain  the  effects  this  pay¬ 
ments  limitation  would  have  on  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  our  small  State. 

It  is  expected  that  the  application  of 
such  a  payments  limitation  amendment 
could  lead  to  very  desperate  times  for  the 
industry  in  Hawaii.  Not  only  would  some 
sugar  plantations  go  out  of  business,  but 
at  the  present  time,  there  is  no  alterna¬ 
tive  use  possible  for  most  of  the  sugar 
lands.  Only  a  very  small  fraction  of  the 
land  could  be  used  on  an  income-pro¬ 
ducing  basis. 

My  opposition  to  the  payments  limita¬ 
tion  is  based  on  the  unique  nature  of  the 
present  sugar  program  administered  by 
the  Federal  Government.  In  1934,  the 
Congress  enacted  the  Jones-Costigan 
Sugar  Act.  The  essential  features  of  the 
sugar  program  as  it  exists  today  are 
based  on  the  1934  act.  At  that  time  the 
Congress  did  not  believe  that  it  had  the 
constitutional  power  to  directly  regulate 
the  sugar  production;  however,  it  was 
acknowledged  that  the  Congress  had  the 
power  to  tax.  Therefore,  a  plan  was  de¬ 
vised  which  would  tax  the  sugar  industry 
for  every  hundred  pounds  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duced.  The  major  part  of  the  revenue 
raised  in  this  manner  would  then  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  producer  who  complied 
with  the  certain  regulations  such  as  to 
limit  the  crop  to  a  particular  quota  for 
an  area;  employed  no  child  labor;  paid 
a  minimum  wage  established  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Thus,  the 
sugar  payments  paid  to  producers  are 
not  a  subsidy,  but  rather  a  refund  of  the 
taxes  the  producer  pays,  as  long  as  he 
complies  with  certain  prescribed  regula¬ 
tions.  Therefore,  the  sugar  program  as 
it  was  first  established  was  merely  a  de¬ 
vice  to  regulate  the  production  of  sugar 
since  the  Congress  was  in  doubt  as  to 
its  power  to  limit  production.  While  the 
doubts  as  to  the  constitutionality  of 
regulating  agricultural  production  have 
been  allayed;  the  form  of  the  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  had  not  changed. 

The  compliance  payments  a  producer 
can  receive  start  at  $16  a  ton  and  de¬ 
crease  to  $6  a  ton  with  an  increasing 
volume  of  production.  Since  most  of 
Hawaii’s  sugar  production  is  grown  on 
large  farms,  these  producers  receive  less 
in  payments  than  they  pay  in  taxes.  Last 
year,  according  to  figures  compiled  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  Sugar 
Act  payments  to  producers  in  the  State 
of  Hawaii  amounted  to  $10,462,831,  while 
the  excise  tax  paid  by  Hawaii  farms 
amounted  to  $11,820,000.  Therefore, 
Hawaii  producers  pay  more  in  taxes  than 
they  received  in  compliance  payments. 
Granted  the  lower  payments  are  basical¬ 
ly  a  result  of  the  large  farms  in  Hawaii. 
However,  the  high  cost  of  production  and 
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marketing  make  necessary  the  economies 
resulting  from  large  modern  farm  oper¬ 
ations.  Hawaii’s  closest  market  is  2,400 
miles  away  on  the  west  coast,  and  most  of 
Hawaii’s  sugar  is  also  refined  there.  In 
addition,  much  of  Hawaii’s  land  is  moun¬ 
tainous  and  unsuitable  for  cultivation. 
Therefore,  a  la^ge  portion  of  the  land 
planted  in  sugarcane  must  be  irrigated — 
a  very  costly  process.  The  modern  equip¬ 
ment  and  machinery  necessary  to  keep 
this  product  competitive  with  mainland 
beet  sugar  are  also  extremely  expensive, 
thus  making  it  most  difficult  for  small 
farms  to  survive. 

The  excise  tax  collection  from  sugar 
producers  goes  into  the  general  fund  of 
our  Treasury  and  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that  since  the  sugar  program  began  these 
taxes  have  exceeded  producer  payments 
by  $611.9  million.  Therefore,  I  submit 
that  the  sugar  program  is  a  self-support¬ 
ing  one  and  clearly  distinguished  from 
other  agricultural  programs  currently 
administered  by  the  Federal  Government. 

I,  therefore,  urge  that  the  payments 
limitation  amendment  be  defeated  and 
at  the  very  least  that  sugar  be  excluded 
from  its  coverage  for  the  reasons  stated 
above. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  summarize 
the  reasons  for  my  opopsition  to  the  pay¬ 
ments  limitations.  Other  States  would 
also  be  severely  hurt  economically  by  a 
payments  limitation.  However,  I  submit 
that  it  would  be  particularly  damaging  to 
Hawaii,  because  of  its  geographic  position 
and  the  reliance  of  our  State’s  whole 
economy  on  sugar  production.  Second, 
the  sugar  program  as  presently  devised  is 
a  self-supporting  program  with  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  excise  taxes  and  the  return  of  a 
portion  of  these  taxes  as  compliance  pay¬ 
ments.  These  payments  are  not  subsidies, 
but  are  payments  made  to  producers  for 
complying  with  certain  regulations. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  strongly 
oppose  the  Smith  of  Illinois  amendment 
which  would  set  a  $20,000  limitation  on 
payments  to  farmers.  The  Smith  amend¬ 
ment  would  place  a  $20,000  ceiling  on 
payments  under  any  price  support  pro¬ 
gram — that  is,  feed  grains,  wheat,  wool, 
and  cotton.  The  sugar  program  is  specif¬ 
ically  excluded. 

Such  a  limitation  should  not  be  offered 
to  the  pending  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill.  For  as  we  all  know,  before  ad¬ 
journing  this  year,  the  Senate  will  con¬ 
sider  a  major  farm  authorization  bill.  The 
authorizing  legislation,  and  not  the  ap¬ 
propriations  bill,  is  the  proper  vehicle  for 
thorough  and  comprehensive  debate  on 
price  support  programs  and  other  farm 
programs. 

Two  years  ago,  the  Senate  rejected, at¬ 
tempts  to  place  limitations  on  payments 
to  farmers  when  the  farm  authorization 
bill  was  considered.  The  pending  amend¬ 
ment  is  an  attempt  to  do  through  the 
appropriations  process  what  the  Senate 
failed  to  do  through  the  authorization 
process.  There  will  be  ample  opportunity 
to  consider  the  question  of  a  limitation 
when  the  farm  authorization  bill  is 
brought  up  for  Senate  debate  and  action 
later  this  session. 

This  is  the  sensible  and  orderly  proce¬ 
dure. 

Our  Nation’s  farm  programs  are  too 


complex  to  tinker  with  by  means  of  a 
payments  ceiling  such  as  proposed  in  the 
Smith  amendment. 

Let  me  cite  additional  reasons  against 
the  $20,000  limitation. 

It  would  keep  controls  on  large  farm¬ 
ers  but  would  deny  them  payments  of 
over  $20,000  for  complying  with  these 
controls. 

It  discriminates  against  large  farmers 
and  legal  entities.  While  individual  farm¬ 
ers  could  collect  up  to  $20,000,  it  would 
prevent  farmers  in  partnership  or  other 
joint  organizations  from  collecting  more 
than  $20,000. 

It  discriminates  against  stockholders 
of  companies  who  operate  large  farm 
enterprises.  While  an  individual  farmer 
could  receive  as  much  as  $20,000,  the  in¬ 
dividual  stockholder  could  not.  A  farm 
enterprise  owned  by  100  stockholders, 
for  example,  could  not  be  eligible  for 
more  than  $20,000.  Stockholders  would 
get  the  short  end  of  the  stick. 

It  would  very  likely  invite  subterfuge. 
A  large  individual  farmer  who  is  now  en¬ 
titled  to  more  than  $20,000  might  decide 
to  break  up  his  farm.  His  wife  could  own 
one  part  of  it,  he  could  own  another,  and 
if  he  had  any  adult  children,  they  could 
own  other  segments.  In  this  way,  each 
could  perhaps  qualify  for  the  maximum 
of  $20,000.  The  intent  of  the  Smith 
amendment  could  thereby  be  evaded. 

Similarly,  large  company-owned 
farms  might  be  able  to  subdivide  the 
ownership  in  order  to  qualify  for  separate 
agricultural  payments,  thereby  circum¬ 
venting  the  intent  of  the  Smith  amend¬ 
ment.  Those  large  companies  unable  to 
subdivide  their  ownership  would  be  dis¬ 
criminated  against  and  possibly  could  be 
forced  out  of  business. 

Such  a  limit,  which  fails  to  provide 
any  substitute  program  for  the  protection 
of  farm  industries  affected  by  the 
amendment  would  seriously  disrupt  sev¬ 
eral  of  America’s  basic  farm  programs, 
which  help  provide  a  cornucopia  of  food¬ 
stuffs  and  fibers  at  moderate  prices. 

As  the  Smith  limitation  is  written,  sug¬ 
ar  producers  are  exempt  from  the  $20,- 
000  ceiling.  But  all  my  colleagues  should 
understand  that  if  approved,  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  followed  by  another 
amendment  to  place  a  similar  $20,000 
limitation  on  compliance  payments  to 
sugar  producers.  Proponents  of  the  limi¬ 
tation  have  made  this  clear  in  the  past. 

Such  a  limitation  would  be  grossly  un¬ 
fair  to  sugar  farmers  in  America.  It 
would  deny  them  an  important  part  of 
their  farm  income  by  cutting  back  on 
their  compliance  payments  under  the 
Sugar  Act.  Yet  it  would  not  allow  them 
to  recoup  this  loss  through  price  adjust¬ 
ments  in  the  marketplace  or  through  re¬ 
peal  of  the  Federal  excise  tax  of  50  cents 
per  hundredweight  on  all  sugar  refined 
in  the  United  States. 

The  fact  is,  the  proposed  $20,000  lim¬ 
itation  if  extended  to  sugar  would  leave 
standing  the  Federal  excise  tax.  It  would 
also  leave  standing  the  provision  in  the 
Sugar  Act  which  effectively  provides  a 
ceiling  on  the  price  of  sugar  a  domestic 
sugar  farmer  can  obtain  for  his  crop. 

The  Sugar  Act  controls  sugar  prices.  It 
controls  sugar  production.  It  establishes 
sources  of  sugar  supply.  It  includes  tax 


and  payback  provisions — compliance 
payments — which  are  not  subsidies,  but 
are  part  of  Federal  regulation  of  the 
sugar  industry. 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  sugar 
producers  who  comply  with  production 
restrictions,  pay  “fair”  wages  to  work¬ 
ers,  agree  not  to  employ  child  labor,  and 
if  they  are  processors  pay  “fair”  prices 
for  sugarcane. 

These  payments  are  made  out  of  the 
U.S.  Treasury  out  of  funds  obtained  from 
the  Treasury’s  collection  of  the  excise 
tax  on  all  sugar,  foreign  and  domestic, 
processed  in  the  United  States. 

Over  the  life  of  the  Sugar  Act,  the 
Federal  Government  has  profited  to  the 
tune  of  more  than  $500  million  on  the 
sugar  program.  In  other  words,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  collected  more  than 
half  a  billion  dollars  more  in  sugar  ex¬ 
cise  taxes  than  it  has  paid  out  in  com¬ 
pliance  payments  to  domestic  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers. 

Under  the  Sugar  Act,  smaller  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugar  receive  more  per  ton  in 
compliance  payments  than  large  pro¬ 
ducers.  Growers  who  produce  350  tons 
of  sugar  or  less  are  entitled  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  authorized  compliance  payment  of 
$16  a  ton — or  80  cents  per  hundred¬ 
weight.  Large  growers  receive  less  per 
ton,  with  largest  producers  paid  $6  a  ton. 

In  1965,  the  latest  year  for  which  I 
have  figures,  compliance  payments  to 
Hawaii  producers  totaled  $10,840,000 
whereas  the  excise  tax  paid  on  Hawaii 
sugar  totaled  $12,319,060.  So  even  under 
the  present  Sugar  Act,  excise  taxes  on 
Hawaii  sugar  exceed  compliance  pay¬ 
ments  to  Hawaii  sugar  producers. 

If  a  $20,000  limitation  on  payments 
were  imposed,  the  excise  tax  on  Hawaii 
sugar  would  still  be  collected— approxi¬ 
mately  $12,000,000 — and  Hawaii  sugar 
producers  could  collect  in  compliance 
payments  only  about  $1,639,000. 

The  consequence  of  such  a  limitation 
in  my  State  of  Hawaii,  which  produces 
one-sixth  of  all  the  sugar  produced  in 
America,  would  be  destruction  of  the 
sugar  industxy  in  Hawaii.  It  would 
destroy  the  jobs  of  some  11,300  year- 
round  sugar  workers  in  my  State. 
Hawaii’s  sugar  workers  are  the  highest 
paid  agricultural  workers  in  the  world, 
earning  $30  a  day  with  fringe  benefits. 
The  sugar  payroll  in  Hawaii  annually 
runs  about  $71,700,000  including  fringe 
benefits. 

Where  would  so  many  workers  find 
substitute  jobs?  Where  would  Hawaii 
sugar  producers  find  a  new  source  of 
income?  There  are  no  alternative  agri¬ 
cultural  uses*  for  most  of  the  acreage  now 
devoted  to  sugarcane  in  Hawaii.  Only 
a  tiny  fraction  of  the  land  could  be  con¬ 
verted  to  produce  income. 

In  1968,  the  payment  made  to  Hawaii’s 
largest  sugar  producers  was  $7  a  ton; 
whereas  the  payment  to  Hawaii’s  small¬ 
est  producer  was  $16  per  ton. 

Total  compliance  payments  in  1968  to 
Hawaiian  sugar  companies  ranged  from 
a  low  of  $53,542  to  a  high  of  $1,311,267, 
with  the  majority  of  companies,  who  are 
large  sugar  producers,  receiving  over 
$200,000. 

These  large  payments  are  necessitated 
by  the  special  nature  of  sugar  cane  pro- 
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duction.  Unlike  many  other  agricultural 
commodities,  sugar  cane  needs  vast  acre¬ 
ages  in  order  to  attain  high  efficiency. 
Hawaii  sugar  producers  must  plant  enor¬ 
mous  acreage  before  they  can  produce 
a  high  output  of  cane  and  achieve  the 
efficiency  of  labor  that  will  make  Hawaii’s 
sugar  competitive  in  the  marketplace. 

There  are  about  240,000  acres  devoted 
to  cane,  and  at  least  one-half  of  this 
acreage  must  be  irrigated.  Because  of 
Hawaii’s  mountainous  terrain,  expansion 
of  acreage  is  limited  and  costly.  Sugar 
producers  have  spent  large  sums  of  their 
own  money — none  Federal — to  develop 
and  operate  wells,  reservoirs,  ditches,  and 
tunnels  of  the  elaborate  irrigation  sys¬ 
tems  now  in  use.  Hawaii’s  sugar  industry 
also  spends  more  than  $214  million  an¬ 
nually  on  sugar  research — an  activity  fi¬ 
nanced  by  the  producers  since  1895.  We 
have  had  a  sugar  research  program  for 
more  than  70  years.  As  a  result  of  the 
Hawaii  sugar  industry’s  own  efforts,  Ha¬ 
waii  has  one  of  the  highest  sugar  yields 
per  acre  of  any  area  of  the  world. 

Efficiency  per  acre  is  a  “must”  for 
Hawaii’s  sugar  producers,  considering  the 
cost  of  modern  equipment,  the  cost  of  its 
skilled  labor,  and  the  great  distance  of 
Hawaii  from  mainland  markets.  Hawaii’s 
closest  market  for  sugar  is  San  Francisco, 
some  2,400  miles  away.  Most  of  the  Ha¬ 
waiian  sugar  is  refined  at  Crockett,  near 
San  Francisco,  and  is  marketed  in  26 
Western  and  Midwestern  States,  includ¬ 
ing  Alaska. 

These  are  some  of  the  compelling  rea¬ 
sons  for  development  and  operation  of 
large  farming  units  in  Hawaii.  There  are 
24  large  sugar  plantations  which  produce 
some  93  percent  of  Hawaii’s  sugar.  The 
other  7  percent  is  produced  by  750  small 
independent  growers.  As  I  have  already 
stated,  the  small  producers  receive  higher 
compliance  payments  per  ton  than  the 
large  producers;  that  is,  $16  per  ton  as 
compared  to  $7  for  large  producers.  Since 
compliance  payments  are  based  on  total 
farm  production  and  most  Hawaiian 
sugar  is  produced  on  the  large  planta¬ 
tion  company  farms,  many  of  the  total 
payments  are  large. 

In  every  year  since  the  inception  of  the 
Sugar  Act  36  years  ago,  the  excise  tax 
paid  on  sugar  produced  in  Hawaii  has 
substantially  exceeded  the  compliance 
payments  to  our  sugar  companies. 

Over  the  period  of  the  last  10  years,  a 
majority  of  the  sugar  producers  in  Ha¬ 
waii  would  have  operated  at  a  net  loss  if 
there  were  no  compliance  payments.  In 
fact,  many  of  our  companies  were  in  the 
red  even  with  these  payments.  Any  low¬ 
ering  of  the  ceiling  on  compliance  pay¬ 
ments  would  sound  the  death  knell  for 
Hawaii’s  sugar  industry. 

It  would  be  an  economic  disaster  for 
my  State,  which  is  the  largest  sugar 
producing  State. 

The  $20,000  limitation,  if  extended  to 
sugar,  which  it  will  be  if  the  Smith 
amendment  passes,  would  plunge  the 
economy  of  Hawaii  into  a  tailspin  from 
which  it  would  be  very  difficult  to 
recover. 

It  would  destroy  the  jobs  of  more  than 
11,300  sugar  workers  and  the  investment 
of  12,500  individual  stockholders  in 
Hawaii’s  $200,000,000  sugar  industry. 


More  than  two-thirds  of  the  stockhold¬ 
ers  live  in  Hawaii. 

While  I  have  spoken  in  some  detail 
about  the  adverse  effect  of  a  $20,000  ceil¬ 
ing  on  payments  to  sugar  producers  in 
Hawaii,  there  is  no  question  the  limita¬ 
tion  would  also  place  the  sugar  industry 
in  other  domestic  areas  in  serious 
jeopardy. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  the  sugar 
program  has  been  in  operation  for  35 
years.  Congress  has  reexamined  and  ex¬ 
tended  the  basic  legislation  some  12 
times  during  these  35  years.  Yet  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  remained  substantially  tin- 
changed.  This  is  proof  of  how  well  it  has 
worked. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  American 
consumer,  the  sugar  program  has  worked 
exceptionally  well.  American  consumers 
today  pay  less  for  their  sugar  than  con¬ 
sumers  in  pratically  all  of  the  developed 
nations  of  the  world  and  less  than  is  paid 
in  some  of  the  undeveloped  countries  of 
Africa  and  Asia.  The  retail  price  of  sugar 
has  gone  up  less,  in  recent  years  in 
America  than  the  price  of  most  other 
staples  on  the  grocery  shelf.  And,  re¬ 
member,  the  sugar  program  is  self¬ 
financing,  even  returning  a  profit  of  $549 
million  to  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

In  conclusion,  I  shall  summarize  my 
strong  opposition  to  the  Smith  amend¬ 
ment  to  impose  a  $20,000  limitation  on 
payments  to  farmers. 

It  would  use  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill  to  effect  substantive 
changes  in  farm  programs,  which  if 
changed  at  all  should  be  done  in  the 
agriculture  authorizing  legislation.  The 
Senate  and  House  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tees  are  currently  drafting  new  farm  leg¬ 
islation  for  consideration  by  the  Senate 
and  House. 

It  would  keep  controls  on  large  fann¬ 
ers  but  would  deny  them  payments  of 
more  than  $20,000  for  complying  with 
these  controls. 

It  discriminates  against  large  farmers 
and  legal  entities. 

It  discriminates  against  stockholders 
of  companies  who  operate  large  farm 
enterprises. 

It  would  very  likely  invite  subterfuge. 

It  would  seriously  disrupt  some  of 
America’s  major  farm  programs,  which 
help  provide  a  cornucopia  of  foodstuffs 
and  fibers  at  moderate  prices.  It  fails  to 
provide  any  substitute  program  for  the 
protection  of  American  farmers  affected 
by  the  amendment. 

If  adopted,  the  Smith  limitation  of 
$20,000  would  lead  to  a  similar  limita¬ 
tion  on  payments  to  sugar  producers. 
This  would  cause  the  death  of  the  sugar 
industry  in  Hawaii  and  would  seriously 
disrupt  the  sugar  industry  elsewhere  in 
America. 

I  strongly  urge  defeat  of  the  Smith 
amendment  setting  a  $20,000  ceiling  on 
payments  to  farm  producers  of  cotton, 
feed  grains,  and  wheat. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 


Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son)  ,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Dodd),  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Harris),  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magntjson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  (Mr.  McCarthy),  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss),  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr.  Tydings), 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Spark¬ 
man),  and  the  Senator  from' Indiana 
(Mr.  Hartke)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel),  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribi- 
coff),  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  (Mr.  Ribicoff)  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman) 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis), 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Murphy),  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mrs.  Smith)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy),  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  would 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy)  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Murphy)  .  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Javits)  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  vote  was  recapitulated. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  regu¬ 
lar  order  has  been  called  for. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  35,  as  follows; 

[No.  221  Leg.] 

YEAS — 40 


Allott 

Hart 

Fastore 

Bayh 

Hatfield 

Fell 

Bible 

Hughes 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Froxmire 

Brooke 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kennedy 

Saxbe 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Mansfield 

Schweiker 

Cannon 

Mathias 

Scott 

Case 

McGovern 

Smith,  Ill. 

Church 

McIntyre 

Spong 

Cotton 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dominick 

Goodell 

Griffin 

Muskie 

Nelson 

Fackwood 

Williams,  Del. 
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NAYS— 35 


Aiken 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Allen 

Fannin 

Metcalf 

Baker 

Fong 

Miller 

Bellmon 

Fulbright 

Montoya 

Bennett 

Goldwater 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Gurney 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Hansen 

Talmadge 

Cranston 

Holland 

Thurmond 

Dole 

HoUings 

Tower 

Eagleton 

Hruska 

Yarborough 

Eastland 

Inouye 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ellender 

Long 

NOT  VOTING — 25 

Anderson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell 

Cook 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Curtis 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McGee 

Stevens 

Gore 

Moss 

Symington 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Tydings 

Harris 

Murphy 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Percy 

Javits 

Ribicoff 

So  the 

amendment 

offered  by  Mr. 

Smith  of  Illinois  for  himself  and  Mr. 
Williams  of  Delaware  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PEARSON.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OP  THE  NATIONAL 

FOUNDATION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND 

THE  HUMANITIES  ACT  OP  1965 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate 
a  message  from  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  on  S.  3215. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
3215)  to  amend  the  National  Foundation 
on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of 
1965,  and  for  other  purposes  which  was 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause, 
and  insert: 

That  section  2(2)  of  the  National  Founda¬ 
tion  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act  of  1965 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “in  order 
to  achieve  a  better  understanding  of  the 
past,  a  better  analysis  of  the  present,  and  a 
better  view  of  the  future”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  3(a)  of  the  National  Foun¬ 
dation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act  of 
1965  is  amended  by  inserting  “comparative 
religion;  ethics;”  after  “archeology;”,  and  by 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following:  “with  particular  attention 
to  the  relevance  of  the  humanities  to  the 
current  conditions  of  national  life”. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5(c)  (3)  of  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act 
of  1965  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “enable 
them”  the  following:  “to  achieve  wider  dis¬ 
tribution  of  their  works,  to  work  in  residence 
at  an  educational  or  cultural  institution, 
or”. 

(b)  Section  5(h)(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(3)  Funds  allocated  to  carry  out  the 
purpose  of  this  subsection  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  be  equally  allotted  among  the 
States,  but  no  State  shall  receive  less  than 
$75,000  for  any  fiscal  year.” 

(c)  Section  6(b)  of  the  National  Arts  and 
Cultural  Development  Act  of  1964  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
"Upon  expiration  of  his  term  of  office  the 
Chairman  shall  serve  until  his  successor  shall 
have  been  appointed  and  shall  have  quali¬ 
fied.” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  National  Foun¬ 
dation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act 


of  1965  is  amended  by  inserting  a  new  sub¬ 
section  “(c)  ”  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  The  Council  may  establish  an  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Committee  which  shall  be  composed 
of  five  members  and  shall  exercise  such  pow¬ 
ers  and  functions  as  may  be  delegated  to  It 
by  the  Council.  The  Chairman  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  shall  be  one  of  the  five  members  and  shall 
be  Chairman  of  the  Executive  Commitee. 

“(2)  The  Council  may  select  four  mem¬ 
bers  to  serve  on  the  Executive  Committee 
along  with  the  Chairman  of  the  Council,  two 
of  whom  shall  serve  for  a  term  of  one  year 
and  two  for  a  term  of  two  years.  Thereafter 
each  member  of  the  Executive  Committee 
shall  serve  for  a  term  of  two  years  so  long  as 
an  Executive  Committee  exists.  The  Executive 
Committee  may  be  discontinued  by  the 
Council  at  any  meeting  and  thereafter  rees¬ 
tablished.  Any  person,  other  than  the  Chair¬ 
man,  who  has  been  a  member  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Committee  for  four  consecutive  years 
shall  be  Ineligible  for  service  as  a  member  of 
the  Committee  during  the  one-year  period 
following  the  expiration  of  such  fourth  year. 

“(3)  Any  person  selected  as  a  member  of 
the  Executive  Committee  to  fill  a  vacancy  oc¬ 
curring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term 
for  which  his  predecessor  was  selected  shall 
serve  for  the  remainder  of  such  term. 

“  (4)  The  Executive  Committee  shall  report 
its  actions  for  review  to  the  next  meeting 
of  the  Council.” 

(b)  Section  8  of  the  National  Arts  and  Cul¬ 
tural  Development  Act  of  1964  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “exceeding  $75  per  diem”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "to  exceed  the  per 
diem  equivalent  of  the  rate  authorized  for 
grade  GS-18  by  section  5332  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code”  and  by  striking  out  “(5 
U.S.C.  73b— 2)  ”  and  inserting  “(5  U.S.C. 
5703)”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  7  of  the  National  Founda¬ 
tion  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of 
1965  is  amended  by: 

(a)  amending  subsection  (b)  (2)  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Upon  ex¬ 
piration  of  his  term  of  office  the  Chairman 
shall  serve  until  his  successor  shall  have  been 
appointed  and  shall  have  qualified.” 

(b)  amending  subsection  (c)  (2)  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(2)  initiate  and  support  research  and 
programs  to  strengthen  the  research  and 
teaching  potential  of  the  United  States  in 
the  humanities  by  making  arrangements  (in¬ 
cluding  contracts,  grants,  loans,  and  other 
forms  of  assistance)  with  individuals  or 
groups  to  support  such  activities.” 

(c)  amending  subsection(c)  (5)  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  “groups,”  the  following:  “educa¬ 
tion  in”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  8  of  the  National  Founda¬ 
tion  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act  of 
1965  is  amended  by — 

(a)  amending  subsection  (e)  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(e)  Members  shall  receive  compensation 
at  a  rate  to  be  fixed  by  the  Chairman  but 
not  to  exceed  the  per  diem  equivalent  of  the 
rate  authorized  for  grade  GS-18  by  section 
5332  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code  and 
be  allowed  travel  expenses  including  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law 
(5  U.S.C.  5703)  for  persons  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment  service  employed  intermittently.” 

(b)  adding  a  new  subsection  (g)  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(g)  (1)  The  Council  may  establish  an  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Committee  which  shall  be  composed 
of  five  members  and  shall  exercise  such 
powers  and  functions  as  may  be  delegated 
to  it  by  the  Council.  The  Chairman  of  the 
Council  shall  be  one  of  the  five  members  and 
shall  be  Chairman  of  the  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee. 

“(2)  The  Council  may  select  four  members 
to  serve  on  the  Executive  Committee  along 
with  the  Chairman  of  the  Council,  two  of 
whom  shall  serve  for  a  term  of  one  year  and 
two  for  a  term  of  two  years.  Thereafter  each 


member  of  the  Executive  Committee  shall 
serve  for  a  term  of  two  years  so  long  as  an 
Executive  Committee  exists.  The  Executive 
Committee  may  be  discontinued  by  the 
Council  at  any  meeting  and  thereafter  re¬ 
established.  Any  person,  other  than  the 
Chairman,  who  has  been  a  member  of  the 
Executive  Committee  for  four  consecutive 
years  shall  be  ineligible  for  service  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  during  the  one-year 
period  following  the  expiration  of  such 
fourth  year. 

“(3)  Any  person  selected  as  a  member  of 
the  Executive  Committee  to  fill  a  vacancy  oc¬ 
curring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term 
for  which  his  predecessor  was  selected  shall 
serve  for  the  remainder  of  such  a  term. 

“(4)  The  Executive  Committee  shall  report 
its  actions  for  review  to  the  next  meeting  of 
the  Council.” 

Sec.  7.  Section  10  of  the  National  Founda¬ 
tion  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act  of  1965, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by — 

(a)  inserting  a  new  subparagraph  “(a) 
(7)  ”  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  to  make  advance,  progress,  and  other 
payments  without  regard  to  the  provisions  of 
section  3648  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31 
U.S.C.  529).” 

(b)  redesignating  former  subparagraph 
“(a)  (7)”  as  subparagraph  “(a)  (8)”. 

Sec.  8.  Section  11  of  the  National  Founda¬ 
tion  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act  of  1965 
is  amended  by — 

(a)  repealing  subsections  (a)  and  (c),  ef¬ 
fective  June  30,  1970,  and  substituting  there¬ 
for  the  following: 

“(a)  For  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  Foun¬ 
dation  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities,  there 
Is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Foundation  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  each  of  the  two 
succeeding  fiscal  years  such  sums  as  the 
Congress  may  deem  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  Sums  appropriated 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall 
remain  available  until  expended.” 

(b)  amending  subsection  (b)  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  In  addition  to  the  sums  authorized 
by  subsection  (a) ,  there  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  each  Endowment  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  each  of 
the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years  an  amount 
equal  to  the  total  of  amounts  received  by 
that  Endowment  under  section  10(a)(2)  of 
this  Act.  Amounts  appropriated  to  an  En¬ 
dowment  under  this  subsection  shall  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  request  a  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  that  the  Chair  be  authorized  to  ap¬ 
point  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Pell,  Mr. 
Nelson,  Mr.  Cranston,  Mr.  Javits,  and 
Mr.  Murphy  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
now  under  consideration,  H.R.  17923, 
contains  an  appropriation  of  200,000  to 
operate  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul- 
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ture  Poultry  Research  Laboratory  near 
Georgetown,  Del. 

This  figure  represents  only  little  more 
than  one-third  of  the  full  operational 
cost  of  $580,000  a  year  for  the  laboratory. 
It  will  provide  for  four  scientific  person¬ 
nel  and  their  supporting  technicians  and 
overhead. 

Mr.  President,  the  operational  funding 
of  this  laboratory  is  most  important,  I 
believe,  in  terms  of  the  good  of  the  poul¬ 
try  industry  and  in  terms  of  common- 
sense  in  Government  spending.  This  la¬ 
boratory,  built  with  more  than  $500,000  of 
Federal  money,  has  stood  idle  since  its 
completion  more  than  a  year  ago.  With¬ 
out  operational  funding,  the  facility 
would  represent  a  monument  to  lack  of 
governmental  foresight. 

The  budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year 
1971  provided  funding  to  the  time  of 
$53,000  for  the  laboratory.  This  would 
have  provided  only  one  scientist — less 
than  10  percent  of  the  laboratory’s  full 
operational  capability. 

This  will  be  the  only  poultry  laboratory 
in  the  country  to  emphasize  research  on 
meat  and  egg  quality.  Research  projects 
will  include  studies  on  nutritional,  genet¬ 
ic,  physiological  and  management  fac¬ 
tors  affecting  breast  blister,  bruises,  pig¬ 
mentation,  flavor,  tenderness,  juiciness, 
and  eggshell  quality.  This  research  should 
result  in  improved  acceptance  of  poultry 
products  by  the  consumer,  as  well  as  re¬ 
duced  losses  to  the  producer  and  process¬ 
ing  industry. 

It  is  estimated  that  industry  losses  due 
to  downgrading  of  broilers,  reduced  prices 
for  mature  chickens  and  old  turkeys  and 
similar  losses  related  to  meat  quality 
amount  to  at  least  $211  million  annually 
in  the  United  States.  In  addition,  losses 
due  to  poor  eggshell  results  in  losses  to 
the  industry  of  about  $292  million  an¬ 
nually. 

Mr.  President,  this  laboratory  is  vitally 
important  to  the  State  of  Delaware  and 
the  entire  Delmarva  Peninsula,  which 
produces  13  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
broilers.  But  it  is  equally  important  to 
the  poultry  industry  nationally  and  to 
the  millions  of  American  consumers. 

TROPICAL  FRUIT  FLY  PILOT  RESEARCH  PROGRAM 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  appreciate 
the  action  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  including  in  the  pending  agri¬ 
culture  appropriations  bill  (H.R.  17923) 
my  request  for  $500,000  for  an  expanded 
tropical  fruit  fly  research  program  in 
Hawaii.  This  will  permit  a  pilot  program 
to  be  undertaken  in  the  current  1971 
fiscal  year. 

This  research  project  is  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  and  is  de¬ 
scribed  on  page  5  of  the  committee  report 
as  “Cooperatively  financed  research  to 
eliminate  the  Mediterranean  fruit  fly  and 
melon  fly  from  Hawaii.” 

I  have  received  assurance  from  Gov. 
John  A.  Burns  of  Hawaii  that  the  State 
will  continue  to  share  the  cost  of  the 
tropical  fruit  fly  research  program.  In  a 
letter  dated  July  1,  Governor  Burns 
wrote  me: 

As  for  cost-sharing  by  the  State,  we  have 
and  will  continue  to  furnish  the  services  of 
personnel  and  facilities  totaling  $50,000  to 
$100,000  per  year. 


I  have  also  received  assurance  orally 
from  Dean  C.  Peairs  Wilson  of  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Hawaii  College  of  Tropical 
Agriculture  that  his  college  will  continue 
its  contribution  of  $200,000  toward  the 
cost  of  this  research  program.  I  under¬ 
stand  a  letter  is  en  route  to  me  from 
Dean  Wilson  confirming  this. 

As  I  explained  in  my  May  27  letter 
to  my  able  and  distinguished  colleague. 
Senator  Spessard  L.  Holland,  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  on  which  I  serve,  the 
$500,000  per  year  research  expansion 
would  be  programed  for  3  to  5  years. 

The  sum  would  be  expended  approxi¬ 


mately  as  follows: 

Construction  of  temporary  rearing 
facilities  for  the  Mediterranean 

fruit  and  melon  fly _ $100,  000 

Rearing  equipment  and  supplies 
to  produce  125  million  flies  per 

week _ 162,  500 

Specific  baits  and  lures  for  the 

three  species  of  fruit  flies _  114,000 

Distribution  of  lures  and  sterile 

flies  _ 63,  500 

Seasonal  labor  for  sterile  fly  re¬ 
leases,  air  drop  of  lures,  and  trap¬ 
ping  operations _  60,  000 


Total _  500,  000 

Construction  funds  would  not  be 


needed  after  the  first  year.  This  amount 
in  subsequent  years  would  be  used  to  in¬ 
crease  the  production  of  flies  and  to  ex¬ 
pand  all  operations  to  the  maximum 
level  for  the  conduct  of  adequate  pilot 
tests. 

To  conduct  this  proposed  large-scale 
pilot  test,  the  present  facilities  at  Hon¬ 
olulu  and  Hilo  would  be  made  available. 
Also,  construction  of  a  temporary  mass 
rearing  building  and  rental  of  temporary 
office  and  laboratory  space  on  islands 
encompassing  the  pilot  areas  would  be 
made. 

Funds  are  urgently  needed  in  fiscal 
1971  as  a  first  important  step  in  deter¬ 
mining  and  planning  whether  a  state¬ 
wide  eradication  campaign  against  the 
Mediterranean  fruit  fly,  Ceratitis  capi- 
tatae,  the  oriental  fruit  fly,  Dacus  dor¬ 
salis,  and  the  melon  fly,  Dacus  cucurbi- 
tae,  in  Hawaii  can  be  successfully  carried 
out  in  the  foreseeable  future.  In  deter¬ 
mining  and  planning  this,  one  of  the 
islands  would  be  selected  for  establishing 
pilot  field  tests.  The  entire  island  would 
be  used  for  the  purpose. 

Time  is  of  the  essence  for  this  interim 
research.  The  risk  of  fruit  fly  infestation 
becoming  established  in  mainland  crops 
is  rapidly  growing.  Because  of  the  in¬ 
creasing  speed  and  volume  of  interstate 
commerce  of  passengers  and  fresh  prod¬ 
uce  between  Hawaii  and  California,  the 
threat  of  accidental  introduction  of  these 
harmful  insects  into  the  mainland  has 
intensified.  Plant  quarantine  inspectors 
at  the  Honolulu  International  Airport 
are  busy  trying  their  best  to  prevent  ac¬ 
cidental  escapes.  But  the  current  practice 
of  selective  inspection  of  baggage  for 
fresh  produce,  while  speeding  inspection, 
has  not  proved  wholly  effective  in  stop¬ 
ping  fruit  flies  to  California.  In  Septem¬ 
ber  of  1969  eight  oriental  fruit  flies  were 
found  in  the  El  Monte  area  of  Los  An¬ 
geles  County.  The  county  agricultural 
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commissioner  said  the  flies  probably 
came  from  Hawaii. 

Currently,  the  Entomology  Research 
Division,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
conducts  three  fruit  fly  investigation 
programs  in  the  State  of  Hawaii — one  in 
Hilo,  and  the  other  two  in  Honolulu. 

The  Hilo  program  has  both  small  field 
and  laboratory  projects  on  the  environ¬ 
mental  and  biological  studies  of  the  three 
species  of  fruit  flies,  which  is  financed  by 
a  $97,450  annual  budget.  One  Honolulu 
laboratory  program  on  the  study  of  de¬ 
veloping  new  eradication  methods  for 
these  flies  is  financed  by  a  $326,950  an¬ 
nual  budget.  The  other  Honolulu  pro¬ 
gram  is  on  the  commodity  treatment  of 
fresh  produce  shipments  to  the  main¬ 
land  United  States,  and  is  financed  by  a 
$107,500  annual  budget. 

During  the  past  15  years,  the  Hawaii 
fruit  fly  investigations,  among  other 
projects,  have  been  programed  at  de¬ 
veloping  more  selective  techniques  for 
the  eradication  of  the  three  tropical  fruit 
flies.  They  have  developed  laboratory 
techniques  which  it  is  believed  could  be 
applied  to  populated  areas  without  dan¬ 
ger  to  the  public  and  without  dangerous 
pesticide  residues  in  the  environment. 
However,  pilot  operations  are  needed  to 
test  the  feasibility  of  these  techniques. 

Federal  entomologists  have  developed 
a  highly  effective  eradication  technique, 
the  male  annihilation,  for  the  oriental 
fruit  fly.  This  technique  involves  the  use 
of  a  selective  lure  to  which  only  the  males 
are  susceptible.  The  lure  is  combined  with 
a  minute  amount  of  a  nonpersistent  in¬ 
secticide  as  a  bait.  The  technique  has 
reduced  the  cost  of  eradication  of  the 
oriental  fruit  fly  by  about  90  percent  on 
the  islands  of  Rota,  Saipan,  and  Tinian. 

The  male  annihilation  technique  is  also 
being  developed  for  the  eradication  of 
the  melon  fly.  But  large-scale  pilot  tests 
must  be  conducted  to  prove  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  this  method  for  melon  fly. 

The  Mediterranean  fruit  fly  cannot 
now  be  eradicated  by  the  male  annihila¬ 
tion  method.  Further  research  on  meth¬ 
ods  of  eradicating  this  species  is  needed. 

Of  interest  is  that  Federal  entomolo¬ 
gists  have  developed  a  sterilized  male  in¬ 
sect  release  technique  involving  the  ster¬ 
ilization  of  males  by  irradiation  and  the 
release  of  such  males  in  the  open.  This 
technique  can  be  used  for  all  three  species 
of  flies — the  oriental,  the  melon,  and  the 
Mediterranean  fruit  flies. 

I  understand  a  weekly  distribution  of 
about  125  million  sterilized  males  is  re¬ 
quired  for  pilot  testing  under  the  pro¬ 
posed  expanded  research.  Current  facili¬ 
ties  in  Hawaii  for  survey,  rearing,  irradi- 
cation,  and  distribution  of  such  insects 
are  woefully  inadequate. 

Already,  the  three  flies  are  causing  the 
Hawaii  fresh  produce  industry  a  yearly 
damage  loss  amounting  to  about  $1.5  mil¬ 
lion.  I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  in¬ 
festation  in  Hawaii,  and  I  am  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  that  establishment  of  the  fruit 
flies  in  California,  Florida,  Louisiana, 
Texas,  and  other  States  cultivating  sub¬ 
tropical  and  tropical  crops,  would  result 
in  an  estimated  annual  loss  of  $150  mil¬ 
lion  to  citrus,  deciduous  fruits,  and  vege¬ 
tables. 
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Eradication  of  the  three  species  of  fruit 
flies  from  Hawaii  would  relieve  the  con¬ 
stant  hazard  of  these  flies  being  acci¬ 
dentally  introduced  to  the  mainland 
United  States.  On  the  basis  of  the  two 
newly  developed  eradication  techniques, 
I  have  been  greatly  encouraged  that  these 
fruit  fly  species  can  be  eliminated  from 
the  State  of  Hawaii. 

A  statewide  campaign  in  Hawaii,  to  be 
carried  out  after  the  interim  research, 
would  be  far  less  costly  than  an  eradica¬ 
tion  campaign  on  the  mainland  United 
States  if  fruit  fly  infestations  became  es¬ 
tablished  in  some  of  the  States. 

Therefore,  I  request  that  the  sum  of 
$500,000  be  included  in  the  1971  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  appropriation  bill  so 
that  pilot  tests  on  integration  and  use  of 
the  new  eradication  techniques  for  the 
three  tropical  fruit  flies  can  be  started  in 
Hawaii  during  the  fiscal  year  which  be¬ 
gan  July  1. 

Mr.  President,  additional  information 
on  the  need  and  justification  for  this 
tropical  fruit  fly  research  program  is  con¬ 
tained  in  a  memorandum  prepared  this 
spring  by  the  Entomology  Research  Divi¬ 
sion  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Serv¬ 
ice,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  entire 
memorandum  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memor¬ 
andum  was  orderde  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Hawaiian  Fruit  Flies  Investigations,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service,  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  Honolulu  and  Hilo, 

Hawaii 

The  Department’s  Entomology  Research 
Division,  Hawaiian  Fruit  Flies  Investiga¬ 
tions,  is  composed  of  three  programs;  one  at 
Hilo  and  two  at  Honolulu.  The  objective  of 
our  Hilo  program  is  to  study  techniques  and 
develop  methods  for  control  and  eradication 
of  Mediterranean  fruit  fly,  Ceratitis  capitata 
(Wiedemann),  melon  fly,  Dacus  cucurbitae 
Coquillett,  and  oriental  fruit-fly,  Dacus  dor¬ 
salis  Hendel.  Our  research  approach  is  to 
obtain  information  on  host  preferences,  be¬ 
havior,  biology,  and  interspecific  competition 
of  fruit  flies  in  relation  to  the  control  of 
these  pests  in  large  area  tests.  Bait  spray 
combinations,  lures,  sterilization,  insecti¬ 
cides,  male  annihilation,  and  other  tech¬ 
niques  for  control  or  eradication  of  these 
three  species  of  tropical  fruit  flies  need  to 
be  evaluated  in  large  plot  field  tests.  Lures 
for  fruit  flies  are  now  screened  under  field 
conditions. 

The  major  objective  of  our  Honolulu  re¬ 
search  group  is  to  improve  present  methods 
and  develop  new  methods  for  detection, 
suppression,  or  eradication  of  oriental  fruit 
fly,  Mediterranean  fruit  fly,  melon  fly,  and 
other  pests  of  subtropical  fruits  in  Hawaii 
that  threaten  crops  of  the  mainland  United 
States.  Their  approach  to  this  objective  is 
to  develop  more  effective  and  cheaper  bait 
sprays  and  ultra  low  volume  insecticidal 
control  methods,  sterilization  and  biological 
control  methods,  to  suppress  or  eradicate 
fruit  flies  in  Hawaii  and  incipient  infesta¬ 
tions  that  may  occur  in  mainland  U.S. 
Cheaper  and  more  efficient  methods  for  mass 
rearing  fruit  flies  and  more  efficient  lures 
with  greater  specificity  for  detection  of  fruit 
flies  and  for  use  in  the  elimination  of  iso¬ 
lated  fruit  fly  populations  are  developed. 
Ecology,  behavior,  food  preferences,  popula¬ 
tion  dynamics,  and  other  biological  informa¬ 
tion  on  fruit  flies  are  determined. 

The  program  on  Hilo  is  supported  by 
$97,450.  The  program  at  Honolulu  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  $326,950. 


A  second  major  objective  of  our  Honolulu 
research  group  is  to  develop  and  improve 
methods  for  treating  fruits  and  vegetables 
infested  with  insect  pests  to  permit  move¬ 
ment  without  risk  of  introduction  of  these 
pests  into  mainland  United  States  or  other 
uninfested  areas.  The  approach  of  this  group 
is  to  determine  dosages,  exposure  periods 
and  temperatures  with  various  fumigants 
that  will  destroy  all  life  stages  of  the  pest 
species  in  the  product  and  also  tolerance  of 
commodity  to  the  treatment.  Effectiveness 
of  new  chemicals  as  fumigants  and  new 
techniques  individually  and  in  combination 
are  evaluated.  Effectiveness  of  irradiation 
and  dosages  required  for  destruction  of  fruit 
insect  pests  are  determined.  Chemical  resi¬ 
dues  and  rate  of  disappearance  in  fumigant 
commodities  are  determined.  The  research 
on  treatment  of  commodities  to  meet  quar¬ 
antine  requirements  involves  2  scientific 
man  years  of  research  and  funds  totaling 
$107,500. 

staff  and  facilities  for  large-scale  pilot 

TESTS  TO  DEVELOP  ALTERNATIVE  METHODS  FOR 

THE  ERADICATION  OF  HAWAIIAN  FRUIT  FLIES 

In  order  to  conduct  large  scale  pilot  test  of 
new  eradication  techniques  an  increase  of 
$500,000/year  for  an  estimated  period  of  4 
years  would  be  required.  This  estimate  is 
based  on  the  realization  that  eradication 
techniques  must  be  developed  for  each  of 
three  species  of  fruit  flies  before  a  total  fruit 
fly  eradication  effort  can  be  undertaken  in 
Hawaii.  Construction  of  a  temporary  mass 
rearing  building  and  rental  of  temporary  of¬ 
fice  and  laboratory  space  on  islands  encom¬ 
passing  the  experimental  areas  would  be 
needed.  Scientific  personnel  would  be  as¬ 
signed  from  other  projects  to  conduct  this 
research  and  existing  vacancies  in  our  staff 
would  be  fllled. 

The  requirements  for  funds  to  support  the 
proposed  large  scale  pilot  tests  would  be  ex¬ 


pended  approximately  as  follows: 
Construction  of  temporary  rearing 
facilities  for  the  Mediterranean 

fruit  fly  and  melon  fly _ 1  $100,  000 

Rearing  equipment  and  supplies  to 

product  125  million  flies/week _  162,  500 

Specific  baits  and  lures  for  the 

three  species  of  fruit  flies _  114,  000 

Distribution  of  lures  and  sterile 

flies _ 63,  500 

Seasonal  labor  for  sterile  fly  re¬ 
leases,  air  drop  of  lures,  and 
trapping  operations _  60,  000 


Total  _ _  500,000 


?  After  the  first  year  these  funds  would  be 
used  to  increase  the  production  of  flies  and 
to  expand  all  operations  to  the  maximum 
level  for  the  conduct  of  adequate  pilot  tests. 

The  above  data  is  provided  for  information 
only  and  should  not  be  considered  as  a  re¬ 
quest  by  this  Service  or  the  Department  for 
additional  funds  not  included  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  1971  budget. 

RESEARCH  REQUIREMENTS  TO  DEVELOP  ALTERNA¬ 
TIVE  METHODS  FOR  THE  ERADICATION  OF 
HAWAIIAN  FRUIT  FLIES 

Statement  of  problem 
ARS  research  on  tropical  fruit  flies  in 
Hawaii  dining  the  past  15  years  has  been 
aimed  at  producing  biological  and  highly  se¬ 
lective  alternative  methods  for  eradication 
of  the  oriental  and  Mediterranean  fruit  flies 
and  the  melon  fly  from  Hawaii.  A  new  eradi¬ 
cation  technique  (male  annihilation)  was 
demonstrated  to  be  effective  in  experimental 
eradication  of  the  oriental  fruit  fly  from 
Rota,  Saipan,  and  Tinian  in  the  Mariana 
Islands.  This  technique  involves  the  use  of  a 
highly  selective  lure  combined  with  a  min¬ 
ute  amount  of  a  nonpersistent  insecticide. 
Research  on  the  use  of  sterile  insect  releases 
for  the  eradication  of  all  three  species  has 
been  promising.  Many  basic  and  applied 
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phases  of  this  research  have  been  completed 
on  a  laboratory  and  small-plot  scale.  How¬ 
ever,  certain  aspects  of  research  on  the  steril¬ 
ity  and  the  male  annihilation  techniques 
need  further  development.  Large-scale  pilot 
tests  are  necessary  to  perfect  these  two  alter¬ 
native  methods  for  eradication  of  all  three 
species  under  Hawaii  conditions. 

Because  of  the  increasing  speed  and  volume 
of  interstate  commerce  of  airline  passenger 
and  fresh  produce  between  Hawaii  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  threat  of  accidental  introduction 
of  these  harmful  insects  into  the  mainland 
has  intensified.  The  practice  of  selective  in¬ 
spection  of  baggage  for  fresh  produce,  while 
speeding  inspection,  has  not  proved  wholly 
effective  in  stopping  the  movement  of  fruit 
flies  to  California.  An  incipient  infestation  of 
the  oriental  fruit  fly  was  found  in  the  El 
Monte  area  of  Los  Angeles  County  during  the 
fall  of  1969  that  required  regulatory  and  con¬ 
trol  action  to  eliminate  the  infestation. 

A  meeting  held  January  22,  1970,  in  Sena¬ 
tor  Inouye’s  office,  attended  by  the  entire 
Hawaii  Congressional  delegation  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  Regulatory,  Control,  and  Re¬ 
search  Divisions  of  Agricultural  Research 
Service  concluded  that  eradication  of  the 
three  species  of  fruit  flies  from  Hawaii  is 
needed  to  eliminate  the  constant  hazard  of 
these  flies  being  imported  to  the  mainland. 
Establishment  of  the  three  species  of  fruit 
flies  on  the  mainland  would  result  in  an 
estimated  annual  loss  of  $150  million  to  cit¬ 
rus,  deciduous  fruit,  and  vegetable  crops. 

The  House  of  Representatives  Fifth  Legis¬ 
lature,  1970,  State  of  Hawaii  House  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  No.  24  requests  action  to 
provide  assistance  to  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  Fruit  Fly  Labora¬ 
tory  in  Hawaii  for  the  eradication  of  fruit 
flies  in  Hawaii. 

Nature  of  research  required 

Based  on  present  knowledge,  methods,  and 
experience  in  fruit  fly  eradication,  it  is 
believed  that  it  would  be  possible  to  eradicate 
all  three  of  the  Hawaiian  fruit  fly  species 
at  a  cost  of  $15-25  million.  The  procedure 
requires  application  of  low  volume  formula¬ 
tions  of  insecticide  combined  with  a  protein 
bait.  However,  wide  scale  use  of  this  tech¬ 
nique,  necessary  for  the  success  of  such  a 
program,  would  be  objectionable.  Not  only 
would  it  be  incompatible  with  biological  con¬ 
trol  programs,  but  it  probably  would  not 
have  public  acceptance  because  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  public  concern  with  respect  to  environ¬ 
mental  hazards  involving  the  extensive  use 
of  insecticides. 

The  goal  of  ARS  research  is  to  develop 
procedures  that  will  either  not  require  the 
use  of  chemical  insecticides  or  will  require 
a  minimum  use  in  an  integrated  program  in¬ 
volving  noninsecticidal  methods.  The  male 
annihilation  technique  has  reduced  the  cost 
of  eradication  of  the  oriental  fruit  fly  by 
about  90%.  The  development  of  this  tech¬ 
nique  for  the  melon  fly  or  Mediterranean 
fruit  fly  would  greatly  reduce  the  cost  of 
eradication  of  all  three  species.  The  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  sterile  insect  release  technique 
would  provide  an  eradication  method  that  is 
highly  selective  in  action  against  fruit  fly 
species  and  will  not  pollute  the  environment 
with  hazardous  insecticide  residues  that  af¬ 
fect  non-target  organisms.  The  use  of  at- 
tractants  and  sterile  insects  simultaneous  or 
in  sequence  may  be  more  effective  and  prac¬ 
tical  than  either  method  employed  alone. 

Staff  and  facilities  needed 

In  order  to  conduct  this  research  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $500,000/year  for  3-5  years  is  pro¬ 
posed.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  realiza¬ 
tion  that  eradication  techniques  must  be  de¬ 
veloped  for  each  of  three  species  of  fruit  flies 
before  a  total  fruit  fly  eradication  effort  can 
be  undertaken  in  Hawaii.  Facilities  will  be 
made  available  by  reallocation  of  present 
space,  constructing  a  temporary  mass  rearing 
building,  and  renting  temporary  office  and 
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laboratory  space  on.  islands  encompassing  the 
experimental  areas.  Scientific  personnel  will 
be  assigned  to  conduot  this  research  from 
other  projects,  or  by  filling  existing  vacancies 
on  our  staff, 

SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  IN  MINNESOTA 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  H.R.  17923,  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill.  I  particularly  commend  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Holland)  and  the  other  Senators  for 
their  actions  regarding  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  and  the  rural  electrification 
program. 

Earlier  in  this  session  I  spoke  to  the 
Senate  on  the  value  of  retaining  the  ACP 
and  funding  REA.  I  am  pleased  that  the 
committee  has  not  eliminated  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  as  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  administration.  Their  ac¬ 
tion  in  increasing  funds  for  rural  elec¬ 
trification  and  rural  telephone  loans  is 
also  commendable. 

Although  I  would  have  liked  to  see  the 
committee  stress  the  need  for  a  con¬ 
tinued  rural  development  effort — and  I 
have  not  given  up  on  a  concerted  USDA 
effort  in  this  area — the  measure  before 
us  today  offers  a  reasonable  budget  for 
rural  America. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  bring  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  Senators  the  good  work  in  soil 
and  water  conservation  which  is  going  on 
in  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

The  efforts  in  conservation  of  soil, 
water,  forests,  and  related  resources  have 
done  much  to  improve  the  quality  of  the 
environment  in  my  State. 

Minnesota  is  blanketed  by  90  soil  and 
water  conservation  districts.  They  cover 
49  million  acres  of  land.  Each  district  has 
a  conservation  program  to  fit  its  local 
problems.  It  uses  a  combination  of  local, 
State,  and  Federal  services  to  put  its  own 
program  into  effect  on  individual  farms 
and  in  community  wide  projects. 

Each  district  is  self-governed.  Each 
has  authority  to  enter  into  working 
agreements  with  other  governmental 
agencies  and  with  private  concerns  to 
carry  out  its  purposes. 

Some  500  dedicated  lay  leaders  in  Min¬ 
nesota  are  giving  inspired  and  strong  di¬ 
rection  as  the  governing  bodies  of  Min¬ 
nesota’s  90  soil  and  water  conservation 
districts.  Their  primary  source  of  assist¬ 
ance  from  the  Federal  Government  is 
from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and 
its  dedicated  corps  of  soil  conservation 
scientists  and  technicians. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  fur¬ 
nishing  assistance  to  the  citizens  of  Min¬ 
nesota  through  three  primary  sources: 

First.  Onsite  technical  assistance  to 
individuals  and  groups  in  preparing  and 
applying  conservation  plans  for  their 
land. 

Second.  The  watershed  protection  and 
flood  prevention  authority  under  Public 
Law  566. 

Third.  The  resource  conservation  and 
development  projects  authorized  by  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

CONSERVATION  PROTECTS  YOUR  ENVIRONMENT 

The  technically  trained  conservation¬ 
ist  is  the  key  to  the  effective  asistance 
from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  In 
Minnesota  these  conservationists  are 


counseling  58,000  soil  and  water  conserv¬ 
ation  district  cooperators  on  land-use 
decisions,  erosion  control,  water  manage¬ 
ment,  and  other  natural  resource  man¬ 
agement  problems.  The  foundation  for 
technical  advice  is  the  scientific  soil  sur¬ 
vey,  prepared  by  soil  scientists.  They  in¬ 
terpret  the  information  for  use  by  rural 
and  urban  landowners.  The  data  is  use¬ 
ful  for  such  land  uses  as  crop  production, 
building  sites,  waste  disposal,  recreation, 
wildlife  and  land  use  planning  and 
zoning. 

A  major  benefit  of  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  is  pollution  abatement.  Conserva¬ 
tion  practices  help  improve  the  quality  of 
man’s  environment. 

Mud  is  the  largest  pollutant,  by  vol¬ 
ume,  of  our  streams,  lakes,  and  harbors. 
Mud  comes  from  erosion.  It  is  the  soil 
that  washes  from  unprotected  land.  Im¬ 
proved  tillage  practices,  terraces,  trees, 
crop  rotations,  and  grass  on  bare  land 
and  roadsides  help  keep  soil  at  home. 
Pollution  is  reduced,  and  all  water  users 
benefit. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  also 
helps  towns,  industries,  and  others  to  lo¬ 
cate  sites  and  install  sewage  lagoons,  san¬ 
itary  landfills,  living  screens  of  trees,  and 
other  measures  to  help  eliminate  ugliness 
and  pollution. 

WATERSHED  PROJECTS  CREATE  MORE  DESIRABLE 
COMMUNITIES 

The  Minnesota  State  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  Commission  has  received  66 
applications  for  assistance  under  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act.  Of  these  24  have  received  plan¬ 
ning  authorization,  14  are  approved  for 
operations  and  four  have  been  completed. 

The  estimated  project  installation  cost 
for  the  14  watersheds  approved  for  oper¬ 
ations  includes  $4  million  Federal  con¬ 
struction  costs,  $1.9  million  local  con¬ 
struction  costs,  a  half  million  dollars 
technical  assistance  for  land  treatment, 
and  $3.8  million  local  costs. 

In  those  watersheds  completed,  land- 
owners  have  indicated  they  are  providing 
the  protection  from  flooding  and  erosion 
that  was  projected  at  the  time  the  water¬ 
shed  work  plan  was  approved.  When 
there  are  floods  crops  are  destroyed,  and 
fences,  bridges,  and  highways  swept 
away.  Homes,  schools,  and  factories  are 
damaged.  Communities  in  watershed 
projects  are  protected  from  flood  damage 
because  their  surplus  water  is  held  back, 
then  released  at  a  controlled  rate,  by 
watershed  structures. 

To  the  basic  watershed  protection  pat¬ 
tern  of  small  watershed  projects,  fea¬ 
tures  can  be  added  for  municipal  water, 
recreation,  wildlife,  agricultural  water, 
beautification,  and  other  benefits  that 
enhance  the  quality  of  living.  Land  which 
was  once  flooded  is  returned  to  food, 
forest,  and  wildlife  production  or  devel¬ 
oped  for  recreation  use. 

Land  in  a  protected  watershed  rises  in 
value,  and  so  does  the  tax  base.  Conserva¬ 
tion  treatment  of  all  land  including  the 
watershed  lakes  and  stream  channels 
cuts  down  soil  erosion  and  results  in  less 
sediment  and  pollution  from  silt.  Water¬ 
shed  ponds  and  lakes  add  new,  clear  wa¬ 
ter  areas  for  farm  and  home  and  indus¬ 
trial  uses,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  production. 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Residents  of  two  areas  in  Minnesota 
are  working  together  in  resource  con¬ 
servation  and  development  projects. 
Guidance  and  financial  aid  is  furnished 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and 
other  agencies  under  authority  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

Resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  goals  are  the  conservation  and  ba¬ 
lanced  development  of  the  natural  re¬ 
sources  of  the  area  to  create  a  better, 
safer  place  to  live,  more  employment  and 
increased  income,  and  other  benefits.  All 
segments  of  the  community — rural,  ur¬ 
ban  and  suburban — work  together  to  im¬ 
prove  the  quality  of  the  environment. 
Conservation  projects  increase  opportu¬ 
nities  for  wholesome  outdoor  recreation. 

The  west  central  Minnesota  resource 
conservation  and  development  project 
includes  Swift,  Pope,  Wadena,  Kandi¬ 
yohi,  Otter  Tail,  Grant,  Douglas,  Stevens, 
and  the  Todd  Soil  and  Water  Conser¬ 
vation  Districts.  The  Onanegozie  project 
in  east  central  Minnesota  includes  the 
Aitkins,  Carlton,  Kanabee,  and  Pine  Soil 
Water  Conservation  Districts. 

These  two  projects  initially  included 
257  project  measures.  Fifty-five  of  these 
project  measures  have  been  completed 
and  are  in  operation.  This  supplies  144 
man-years  of  installation  labor  and  256 
man-years  of  annual  employment. 

The  gross  annual  income  of  measures 
already  established  is  estimated  at  $1.6 
million.  The  active  project  measures  in 
the  two  resouorce  conservation  and  dev¬ 
elopment  projects  now  in  operation  in 
Minnesota  will  provide  an  estimated  2,- 
430  man-years  of  installation  employ¬ 
ment,  1,677  man-years  of  employment 
annually,  with  an  increase  of  annual 
gross  income  of  $36  million. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  SUPPORT 

In  order  to  have  a  greater  role  in  im¬ 
proving  the  quality  of  the  environment, 
Minnesota  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Districts  worked  with  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  to  update  their  enabling  act  and 
provide  ways  and  means  for  districts  to 
work  with  more  people.  This  resulted  in 
enabling  legislation  where  the  county 
boards'  of  commissioners  and  soil  and 
water  conservation  district  boards  can 
now  enter  into  agreements  for  the  spon¬ 
sorship,  application  and  maintenance  of 
projects.  It  also  provides  for  district 
boards  to  present  a  budget  and  receive 
up  to  $15,000  annually  from  the 
county  commissioners  to  carry  out  their 
program. 

The  Minnesota  Legislature  also  passed 
enabling  legislation  to  provide  county 
governing  bodies  with  the  power  to  de¬ 
velop  zoning  ordinances  for  flood  plains 
and  shorelines.  It  has  become  evident 
that  guidelines  for  developing  this  type 
of  ordinances  need  to  be  tied  to  soil  sur¬ 
vey  and  proper  land  use.  They  have 
called  on  Soil  Conservation  Service  per¬ 
sonnel  for  help. 

RESEARCH 

I  must  also  add  a  comment  about  the 
research  program  of  the  North  Central 
Soil  Conservation  Research  Center  at 
Morris,  Minn. 

This  research  program  is  continuing 
to  meet  a  need  for  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  research  in  an  area  encom- 
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passing  parts  of  Minnesota,  Iowa,  North 
Dakota,  and  South  Dakota.  This  is  an 
area  where  major  concern  is  now  fo¬ 
cused  on  agriculture’s  role  in  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  clean  water.  It  is  an  area 
where  fresh,  cool,  clear  lakes  are  an  im¬ 
portant  economic  resource. 

I  have  legislation  pending  now  which 
would  provide  a  massive  national  effort 
toward  the  restoration  and  preservation 
of  our  fresh  water  community  lakes.  My 
previous  clean  lakes  legislation,  now  part 
of  the  Water  Quality  Improvement  Act, 
focuses  on  the  kind  of  research  which  is 
possible  through  such  centers. 

All  of  the  research  at  the  North  Cen¬ 
tral  Soil  Conservation  Research  Center 
relates  either  directly  or  indirectly  to  en¬ 
vironmental  quality.  The  total  effort  is 
directed  toward  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation. 

The  program  includes  water  quality 
studies  which  will  evaluate  management 
practices  in  terms  of  their  influence  on 
nutrient  levels  of  both  surface  and 
ground  waters  and  will  develop  practices 
which' will  insure  maximum  efficiency  in 
water  use  consistent  with  minimization 
of  nutrient  enrichment. 


Irrigation  rsearch  will  develop  princi¬ 
ples  of  water  application  and  fertiliza¬ 
tion  that  will  minimize  the  contribution 
that  fertilizer  materials  make  to  surface 
and  ground  water.  Fragipan  soils  pre¬ 
sent  problems  with  excessive  surface  wa¬ 
ter  runoff  and  the  danger  of  surface  wa¬ 
ter  enrichment  from  animal  wastes  and 
fertilizer. 

IN  SUMMARY 

The  control  of  pollutants  from  agricul¬ 
ture  is  inseparably  related  to  soil  and 
water  conservation.  The  only  receptacles 
for  the  growing  quantities  of  unwanted 
materials  which  foul  the  environment 
are  soil,  water,  and  air. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  in¬ 
creasingly  emphasizing  sediment  control, 
measures  that  contribute  to  pollution 
abatement,  and  the  prevention  of  offsite 
damages  that  affect  streams  and  urban 
areas.  Wind  erosion  control,  terracing, 
contour  plowing,  streambank  protection, 
reservoirs,  ponds  and  control  of  critically 
erodible  areas  are  examples  of  conserva¬ 
tion  work  which  have  a  significant  effect 
in  reducing  pollutants. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  now 


in  a  position  to  contribute  many  kinds 
of  basic  technical  information  about  nat¬ 
ural  resources  and  improving  the  quality 
of  the  environment.  It  provides  technical 
help  to  landowners  and  communities  in 
solving  resource  problems.  It  provides  as¬ 
sistance  in  achieving  more  positive  aims 
such  as  new  recreation,  new  job  oppor¬ 
tunities,  more  pleasant  scenery,  and  more 
wildlife  to  enjoy. 

So  I  suggest  to  my  colleagues  this.  If 
we  are  really  serious  about  improving  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  and  if  we 
are  really  serious  about  attacking  pollu¬ 
tion  in  this  country,  then  we  should 
strengthen  substantially  the  Federal  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

The  bill  before  us  provides  much  of 
this  effort. 

Mr.  President,  to  further  explain  the 
extent  of  SCS  activities  in  Minnesota,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  breakdown 
of  the  program  by  counties  and  program 
payments,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Soil  Conser- 

Resource  vation  Serv- 

Conservation  River  basin  Watershed  conservation  Emergency  ice  programs 

technical  surveys  and  Watershed  works  of  Watershed  and  conservation  fiscal  year 

County  assistance  Soil  surveys  investigations  planning  Improvement  protection  development  measures  1969  total 


Aitkin . . 

Anoka . __ 

Becker _ 

Beltrami _ 

Benton _ 

Big  Stone.. . _ 

Blue  Earth . _ 

Brown . . 

Carlton _ 

Carver . . 

Cass _ 

Chippewa _ 

Chisago . . 

Clay _ _ _ 

Clearwater . 

Cook. . . 

Cottonwood _ 

Crow  Wing _ 

Dakota _ 

Dodge _ 

Douglas _ 

Faribault.. . . 

Fillmore . . 

Freeborn . 

Goodhue _ 

Grant _ _ _ 

Hennepin _ 

Houston..- . 

Hubbard _ 

Isanti . . 

Itasca _ ... 

Jackson _ 

Kanabec _ 

Kandiyohi _ 

Kittson _ 

Koochiching _ 

Lac  Qui  Parle _ 

Lake _ _ 

Lake  of  the  Woods 

Le  Sueur _ 

Lincoln _ 

Lyon. . . . 

McLeod . 

Mahnomen _ 

Marshall. . . 

Martin... . . 

Meeker . . 

Milje  Lacs . 

Morrison.. . 

Mower _ 

Murray _ _ 

Nicollet _ 

Nobles _ 

Norman _ 

Olmsted. . . 

Otter  Tail _ 

Pennington . 

Pine . . . 

Pipestone . 

Polk _ _ 

Pope  . . 

Ramsey . 

Red  Lake . 


$17,  922 
8,  794 
24, 100 
19,713 
19, 623 
21,655 
19,  809 
17,530 
16,412 
19,  468 
10,687 
18,  045 
12,760 
21,492 
9,997 


$61 

90 


$437, 667 


$1,  489 


73  .... 

4 

$134 

123 _ 

208  _ 

$20, 120 

93  .... 

3,207  .. 

....... 

49 


46 


$19, 411 
446,  461 
24, 161 

19,  803 
19, 623 
21,742 

20,  066 

17,  738 
39,  832 
19, 468 
10,  687 

18,  045 
12,  809 
21,492 
10,  043 


20, 101  . 
12,374  ... 
18,729  ... 

305  ... 

46  ... 

10,049  ... 

21,660 

23,  884 

45  .... 

4 

14,668  .  , 

33,469  ... 
41,292 
30,843  ... 
15, 579 

14,883  _ 

17  .... 

547  _ 

11 

$1,713 

22,  589 
29,544  . 

33,037  _ 

13 

1,366 

352,  082  _ 

20, 406 
12,  420 
18,  729 
10,  049 
45,  593 
14,668 
34,  016 
57,888 
30, 843 
15,607 
55,626 
383, 005 


12,255  ... 
27,771 
21,159  ... 

8, 017 

114 _ 

1,164 _  . 

18,  508 
22,531  ...- 
28,661  .... 
631  .... 

75 _ 

169  _ 

45,775  _ 

3,270  _ 

16,103.. 

17,431  _ _  '  '  . . 

12,255 
37,  066 
21, 159 
21,853 
38, 634 
74, 605 
631 
17,  431 


9, 

20, 

21, 

80, 

17, 
10, 
31, 

18, 
16, 
11, 
23, 
22, 

14, 
91, 
23, 
30, 
95, 
98, 
74, 
18, 

15, 
41, 
17, 

301, 

9, 


730 

851 

553 

429 

557 

675 

303 

301 

544 

472 

882 

084 

690 

281 

892 

226 

048 

221 

048 

044 

962 

100 

055 

581 

182 


13,610 


33 


841 


12 
709 
13,  572 


19 

142 


5,  885 


30,418 

940 

11,519  . 

14,  458 

78,643  _ 

10 

42  ... 

19,087  .- 

10, 361 

7,658  . 

12,797 

97  . 

43,485  _ 

34,  402 

189 

503 

20,912  _ 

34,  002 

17  ... 

169 

240  ... 

7,  521 

72, 810 

28,  831 

31  ... 

106, 780 

50,039  _ 

48,715 _ _ 

9,  730 
20,  863 
22,  262 
108,452 
17,557 
10, 694 
37,  330 
18,  301 
16,  544 
11,472 
23,915 
22,  084 
14, 690 
134,158 
116,993 
30,  278 
132, 154 
154,  570 
130,  054 
52,  046 
15,979 
41,  509 
24,  576 
608,  756 
9,213 
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SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  PROGRAM  PAYMENTS  TO  MINNESOTA  COUNTIES,  FISCAL  YEAR  1969-Continued 


County 

Conservation 

technical 

assistance 

Soil  surveys 

River  basin 
surveys  and 
investigations 

Watershed 

planning 

Watershed 
works  of 
Improvement 

Watershed 

protection 

Resource 

conservation 

and 

development 

Emergency 

conservation 

measures 

Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Serv¬ 
ice  programs, 
fiscal  year 
1969  total 

l\C  U  - 

14,864  _ 

14,864 

18,794  . 

18, 794 

21,623 

21,623 

22,082  . 

$104 

$7  .. 

22, 193 

. .  73,284 

$11,612 

131  . 

$7,136  . 

92, 163 

18,248  . 

18,  248 

2,414 

17 

2,431 

21,  518  . 

21,518 

93,012 

31,042 

227  .. 

1,107  . 

125, 388 

30, 314 

13,240 

1,800  .. 

$970 

46, 324 

20,295  . 

6  . 

20, 301 

20, 075 

235 

60,512  . 

80, 822 

20,  590  . 

20,  590 

18, 460 

6 

48 

18, 514 

23,510  . 

232  .. 

23, 742 

12,669  . 

22,963  . 

35,632 

27,577  . 

39,852  .. 

6, 374 

73, 803 

20, 763 

547 

21,310 

19,698  . 

$297 

19, 995 

15,715  . 

92 

15, 807 

.  24, 193  . 

194  . 

24,  387 

22,404  . 

22, 404 
20, 892 

18,624  . 

2,124 

144  . 

.  2, 373, 288 

354, 406 

30,  586 

124,  099 

1,067,455  . 

250, 889 

9,057 

4, 209,  780 

Source:  Federal  outlays  in  Minnesota,  fiscal  year  1969,  compiled  for  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  by  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  1969. 


LIMIT  PAYMENTS  TO  WEALTHY  FARM 
CORPORATIONS 

Mr.  McINTYRE.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
vote  for  the  agricultural  appropriations 
bill  because  the  need  for  funding  the 
many,  varied  and  important  functions  of 
the  Agriculture  Department  is  clear  and 
continuing. 

I  supported  the  amendment  to  limit 
payments  under  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  because  I  believe  such  limitations 
are  important. 

I  am  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment, 
S.  3068,  introduced  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Bayh)  which 
would  provide  such  limitations  at  $10,000 
per  individual  producer  of  cotton,  wheat, 
and  feed  grains. 

I  have  been  told  by  agricultural  econ¬ 
omists  in  this  area  that  the  $20,000  limi¬ 
tation  we  have  adopted  will  save  as  much 
as  $150  million  a  year,  and  we  all  know 
there  are  plenty  of  places  where  that  $150 
million  could  be  put  to  better  use  than 
fattening  the  pocketbooks  of  the  coun¬ 
try’s  biggest  and  wealthiest  farmers  and 
farm  corporations.  The  need  is  to  assist 
the  small  producer,  not  the  big  producers. 

I  recognize  that  the  basic  purpose  of 
farm  subsidies  is  to  compensate  produc¬ 
ers  for  limiting  production.  Unlimited 
production,  most  of  us  appreciate,  would 
produce  a  glut  which  would,  in  turn,  de¬ 
stroy  the  entire  farm  economy. 

But  I  have  said  on  many  occasions  that 
I  do  not  believe  the  bulk  of  farm  subsi¬ 
dies  should  wind  up  in  the  bank  accounts 
of  just  the  major  producers.  And  this  is 
becoming  more  and  more  the  pattern. 

In  the  single  year  from  1968  to  1969 
the  number  of  producers  getting  farm 
payments  of  25,000  or  more  for  all  crops 
increased  by  30  percent.  And  the  increase 
since  1966  has  been  at  least  60  percent. 

Unless  we  impose  limitations  this  trend 
can  only  accelerate.  The  big  producers 
collect  most  of  the  farm  payments.  Com¬ 
pensated  so  generously,  they  are  then 
able  to  buy  out  smaller  producers  and 
collect  even  larger  subsidies  on  even 
larger  acreage. 

This  is  an  unfair,  economically  waste¬ 
ful  and  discriminating  cycle  that  can 


only  be  broken  by  imposing  equitable 
payment  limitations. 

I  am  convinced,  Mr.  President,  that  we 
can  achieve  the  same  production  re¬ 
straint  under  payment  limitations  as  we 
do  without  limitations.  If  this  is  true,  and 
I  am  certain  it  is,  then  there  is  absolutely 
no  justification  for  continuing  to  give 
more  to  the  “haves,”  than  to  the  “have- 
nots.” 


LIMITATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
PAYMENTS 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  as  we  con¬ 
sider  today  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tions  bill,  the  enormous  amounts  pro¬ 
posed  to  fund  the  farm  subsidy  program 
highlight  once  again  the  need  for  a 
limitation  on  the  payments  which  can 
be  made  to  any  one  farmer. 

On  May  5  of  this  year  I  introduced  an 
amendment  to  the  coalition  farm  bill,  S. 
3068,  which  would  establish  a  $10,000 
per  program  limitation.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Goodell)  and  eight 
other  Senators  joined  me  in  this  effort. 

As  I  noted  at  that  time,  this  amend¬ 
ment  was  motivated  by  the  desire  to  re¬ 
order  our  national  priorities — to  trim  the 
“fat”  from  the  President’s  budget  in  order 
to  free  funds  for  vitally  needed  human 
resource  programs.  I  believed  then  and  I 
believe  now,  that  a  portion  of  the  farm 
subsidy  program  could  be  trimmed  with¬ 
out  jeopardizing  the  true  goals  of  a  ra¬ 
tional  farm  policy. 

On  June  4,  1969,  in  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee, 
Secretary  Hardin  estimated  that  65  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cotton  payments,  40  percent 
of  the  wheat  payments,  and  11  percent 
of  the  feed  grains  payments  represented 
income  supplements  rather  than  pay¬ 
ments  for  actual  acreage  diversion.  These 
estimates  indicate  that  a  large  portion  of 
the  funds  expended  under  this  program 
do  not  contribute  to  the  reduction  of 
crop  surpluses.  Instead,  these  funds  are 
utilized  to  supplement  the  incomes  of 
farm  producers. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  not  strongly 
object  to  supplementing  the  incomes  of 


small-  and  medium-sized  farms  if  in  fact 
there  is  a  need  to  do  so  and  if  supple¬ 
mentary  payments  rather  than  surplus 
reduction  was  the  expressed  aim  of  the 
program.  In  reality,  however,  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  these  income  supplement  pay¬ 
ments  are  not  made  to  small-  or  medium¬ 
sized  producers  but  to  large  farm  corpo¬ 
rations,  banks,  and  even  State  prisons 
and  governments.  This  should  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  continue. 

Mr.  President,  the  enactment  of  our 
amendment  as  part  of  the  basic  author¬ 
izing  legislation  would  do  much  to  end 
what  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.' 
Goodell)  has  termed  a  “national  scan¬ 
dal.”  I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate  agreed 
to  amend  the  agricultural  appropriations 
bill  so  that  no  single  producer  could  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $20,000  in  subsidy  bene¬ 
fits.  While  this  should  prove  helpful  dur¬ 
ing  this  fiscal  year,  it  is  still  my  inten¬ 
tion,  at  the  appropriate  time,  to  press 
vigorously  for  the  incorporation  of  this 
amendment  in  the  permanent  enabling 
legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  759 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  759. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Goodell) 
proposes  amendments  (No.  759)  as 
follows : . 

On  page  32,  line  11,  strike  out  “$83,000,000” 
and  insert  the  following:  “$355,000,000”. 

On  page  33,  line  2,  strike  out  “$60,000,000” 
and  insert  the  following:  “$100,000,000”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  ask  that  his  amendments  be 
considered  en  bloc? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc.  The  Senate  will  be  in 
order. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  provide  $100  million 
in  development  and  planning  grants  and 
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$350  million  in  direct  loans  for  the  Far¬ 
mers  Home  Administration  rural  water 
and  sewer  facilities  program. 

In  effect,  this  amendment  is  a  com¬ 
panion  to  the  amendment  that  I  offered 
yesterday,  which  was  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  That  amendment  to  the  fiscal  1971 
HUD  appropriations  bill  provided  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $300  million  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  watbr  and  sewer  program,  which 
generally  services  communities  with 
populations  of  5,500  or  more. 

The  amendment  we  are  considering 
now  would  provide  vitally  needed  funds 
for  the  same  program  in  FHA  which  as¬ 
sists  smaller  communities — those  with 
a  5,500  population  or  less. 

Yesterday,  we  discussed  the  critical 
need  for  water  and  sewer  systems  in 
cities  and  towns.  The  same  urgent  need 
exists  in  our  Nation’s  rural  areas. 

These  communities  want  to  move 
ahead  with  their  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  programs.  They  want  to  install  the 
systems  to  insure  that  clean  drinking 
water  will  be  available  to  the  community. 
They  want  to  clean  up  the  rivers,  lakes, 
and  streams  so  that  they  can  be  used  for 
recreational  purposes.  They  want  to  in¬ 
stall  adequate  antipollution  systems  to 
protect  themselves  and  other  commu¬ 
nities  from  contamination. 

In  addition,  such  systems  are  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  economic  development 
of  these  rural  communities.  They  want 
to  attract  industry  and  commercial  de¬ 
velopment;  to  keep  the  young  from  mi¬ 
grating  to  the  city;  to  insure  a  future  of 
economic  and  social  growth  for  them¬ 
selves. 

These  communities  however,  cannot 
initiate  or  sustain  growth  if  they  cannot 
provide  basic  community  facilities  such 
as  water  and  sewer  systems.  Industries 
must  be  assured  that  the  communities 
have  the  capacity  to  meet  a  growing  de¬ 
mand  for  increased  services.  Home- 
owners  must  have  the  same  assurance  if 
the  community  is  to  appear  as  an  attrac¬ 
tive  place  to  live. 

Without  adequate  water  and  sewer 
facilities  rural  areas  cannot  provide  this 
assurance.  They  cannot  attract  growth 
and  development  so  vital  to  a  prospering 
community. 

Yesterday,  I  mentioned  a  small  village 
in  New  York  State  that  has  been  ex¬ 
periencing  a  difficult  time  in  an  effort 
to  obtain  funds  for  rural  water  and  sewer 
facilities. 

I  believe  this  village  is  similar  to 
many  others  in  this  country.  It  has  a 
population  of  approximately  2,300.  In  an 
effort  to  expand,  the  village  has  made 
efforts  to  attract  industry  to  the  area.  It 
has  designated  industrial  sites  for  this 
purpose  and  industry  has  responded  to 
those  overtures  to  locate  within  the  com¬ 
munity. 

Now,  however,  that  potential  growth 
the  commuinty  worked  so  hard  for  is  fast 
slipping  away.  They  have  applied  since 
1966  for  water  and  sewer  facilities  funds 
which  they  have  never  received.  For  4 
years,  their  applications  have  been  de¬ 
layed  or  rejected  because  of  funding 
limitations.  As  a  result,  the  community 
cannot  proceed  with  its  plans  to  con¬ 
struct  adequate  water  and  sewer  facili¬ 
ties.  Consequently,  the  industry  in  the 


area  is  threatening  to  leave,  taking  with 
it  the  community’s  hopes  of  prosperity. 

This  situation  is  repeated  countless 
times  by  other  communities  in  this  coun¬ 
try. 

In  December  of  1969,  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  conducted  a  sur¬ 
vey  to  show  the  need  for  water  and 
sewer  systems  in  rural  areas  of  our 
Nation. 

The  survey  reveals  that  a  total  of  over 
$11  billion  will  be  required  to  improve 
and/or  provide  adequate  water  and 
sewer  systems  in  our  rural  areas.  These 
costs  threaten  to  increase  because  they 
are  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the  1969 
dollar.  Experience  in  New  York  State 
over  the  past  4  years  indicates  that  the 
costs  for  construction  of  sewer  systems 
alone  has  risen  at  the  rate  of  12  per¬ 
cent  a  year,  and  that  this  cost  rise  is  con¬ 
tinuing. 

In  June,  I  wrote  to  my  colleagues  in 
this  body  and  in  the  House  advising 
them  of  the  results  of  the  survey.  At  this 
point  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
that  letter  printed  in  the  Record,  along 
with  the  summary  of  the  national  need 
for  rural  water  and  sewer  systems. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate¬ 
rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows ; 


Summary  of  Total  Needs  Required  To  Pro¬ 
vide  Adequate  Water  and  Sewer  Systems 
in  Communities  With  5,500  Population 
or  Less 

Households. — Over  7  million  households 
are  served  by  inadequate  or  no  systems.  Only 
a  few  more  than  300,000  are  served  by  ade¬ 
quate  systems. 

Commercial  establishments. — Fewer  than 
16,000  are  served  with  adequate  systems. 
About  400,000  are  served  with  inadequate  sys¬ 
tems. 


TJ.S.  Senate, 

Washington ,  D.C.,  June  29,  1970. 

Dear  Colleague:  I  am  writing  to  tell  you 
of  a  survey  that  dramatically  shows  the  need 
for  water  and  sewer  systems  in  rural  areas 
of  our  nation.  In  December  1969  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  conducted  a  survey  of 
all  communities  with  populations  of  5500  or 
less,  and  the  results  qf  this  survey  have  now 
been  tabulated  by  State  and  Congressional 
District. 

The  survey  reveals  that  a  total  of  $11,283,- 
280,000  will  be  required  to  improve  and/or 
provide  adequate  water  and  sewer  systems  in 
our  rural  areas.  These  costs  are  estimated  on 
the  basis  of  the  1969  dollar;  however,  experi¬ 
ence  in  New  York  State  over  the  past  four 
years  indicates  that  the  costs  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  sewer  systems  alone  has  risen  at  the 
rate  of  12  percent  a  year,  and  that  this  cost 
rise  is  continuing.  Attached  is  a  summary  of 
the  total  national  need. 

Attached  for  your  information  is  a  copy  of 
the  printout  of  this  survey  for  your  State, 
which  shows  the  total  need  by  Congressional 
District.  For  specific  information  with  regard 
to  the  names  of  the  villages  I  would  suggest 
that  you  contact  your  local  State  Director  of 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

My  thought  is  that  it  would  be  useful  to 
you  to  have  this  information  when  Congress 
considers  authorizations  and  appropriations 
for  this  program.  .. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  E.  Goodell. 


Costs  (to  provide  adequate  systems) : 

Water  systems _ $4, 161,  513, 000 

Sewer  systems _  7, 121,  767,  000 


Total  need _  11,283,280,000 

Ability  of  communities  to  pay  for  sys¬ 
tems.— Less  than  1  %  of  households  have  an¬ 
nual  incomes  of  more  than  $10,000;  42%  of 
households  have  annual  incomes  of  less  than 
$5,000;  69%  of  households  have  annual  in¬ 
comes  of  less  than  $7,000. 


TOTALS  FOR  NATIONAL  REQUIREMENTS— RURAL  WATER  AND  SEWER  SYSTEMS  (COMMUNITIES  OF  5,500 

POPULATION  OR  LESS) 


Communities 


Commercial 
Households  establishments 


I.  WATER  SYSTEMS 

A.  With  Water  Systems. _ _ _ 

With  adequate  systems . . . 


$14, 267 


$5, 636,  764 
387,418 


$420, 641 
15, 630 


Without  adequate  systems. 


5, 249,  346 


405,  011 


Cost  of  improvement... _ _ _ _ _ _  1,716,439,000 

B.  Without  water  systems _ _  17,476  2,181,268  _ 

Number  of  systems  needed.... . . . . 


No  water . . 

Water  bad _ _ 

Costs  excessive . . 

Need  central  treatment. 


13,  517 

5, 801 
4,527 
2,139 
1,050 


Cost  of  systems . . . . .  2,445,074,000 

II.  SEWER  SYSTEMS 


A.  With  sewer  systems. 

With  adequate  systems.... 
Without  adequate  systems. 


6,  823 


3, 738,  463 
299,  467 


314, 140 
15,858 


3, 438, 996 


298, 282 


Cost  of  improvement . . . . . . . . . .  1, 476, 545,  000 

B.  Without  sewer  systems..... . . . .  23,356  3,731,327  . . . 


Number  of  systems  needed. 


Below  health  regulations. 
Need  central  treatment.. 


16,  985 


13,  209 
3,  776 


Cost  of  systems . . . . . . . . . . .  5, 645, 222,  000 

Total  costs  to  improve  and/or  provide  adequate  water  and 
sewer  systems _ _ _ _ _ _  11, 283, 280,  000 
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Water  systems 


Total  number  of  com¬ 
munities  _  31,743 


With  systems -  267 

Without  systems -  17,476 

Households  within  the  com¬ 
munities  _  7.  818,  032 

With  adequate  systems -  387,418 

With  inadequate  systems -  4,291,946 

Cost  to  extend  and/or  im¬ 
prove  11,028  existing  sys¬ 
tems  _ _ $1,  716,  439,  000 

Without  systems -  3,  138,  668 

Cost  to  provide  13,517  sys¬ 
tems  (to  serve  one  or  more 

communities)  _ $2,  445,  074,  000 

Total  cost _ $4,  161, 513,  000 


Income  categories  of  above  households: 

$3,000  or  less _  1,594,697 

$3,001  to  $5,000 _  1,809,393 

$5,001  to  $7,000 _  2,105,063 

$7,001  to  $10,000 -  1,368,664 

$10,001  and  over -  656,  905 

Unknown _  283,310 


Total  _ . _ 7,  818,032 


Commercial  establishments  in  communities 
with  water  systems: 1 
Number  served  with  adequate  sys¬ 
tems  _  15. 630 

Number  served  with  inadequate 

systems _ _ _  368,  626 

Number  not  served _  36,  385 


Total  _  420,641 

1  There  are  no  figures  on  commercial  es¬ 


tablishments  in  communities  that  have  no 
water  systems. 

Sewer  systems 


With  systems _  6,  823 

Without  systems _  23,  356 


Total  number  of  communities.  30, 179 


Households  within  the  above 

communities _  7,  469,  790 

With  adequate  systems _  299,  467 

With  inadequate  systems _  2,  616,  943 

Cost  to  extend  and/or  im¬ 
prove  4,950  existing  sys¬ 
tems  _ $1,476,545,000 

Without  systems _  4,553,380 

Cost  to  provide  16,986  sys¬ 
tems  (to  serve  1  or  more 

communities)  _ $5,645,222,000 

Total  cost _ $7, 121,  767,  000 


Income  categories  of  above  house¬ 
holds  : 

$3,000  or  less _  1,448,366 

$3,001  to  $5,000 _ 1,627,445 

$5,001  to  $7,000 _  1,948,230 

$7,001  to  $10,000 . 1,282,262 

$10,000  and  over _  619, 474 

Unknown  _  544,  013 


Total  _  7,469,790 


Commercial  establishment  with1 
sewer  systems : 

Number  served  with  adequate 

systems  _  15, 858 

Number  served  with  inadequate 

systems  _  262,  001 

Number  not  served _  36,  281 


Total  - - 314, 140 

1  There  are  no  figures  on  commercial  estab¬ 
lishments  in  communities  that  have  no  sewer 
systems. 


Total  needs  by  State  to  improve  or  provide 
adequate  water  and  seiver  systems  in  com¬ 
munities  of  5,500  population  or  less 


Alabama  _  $148,  333,  000 

Alaska _  94,  750,  000 

Arizona _ - _  41,  705,  000 

Arkansas _  203,  619,  000 

California _  259,  459,  000 

Colorado _  113,851,000 

Connecticut _  153,464,000 

Delaware  _ 61,  630,  000 

Florida  _  331,787,000 

Georgia _ . _  326,  410,  000 

Hawaii  _  44,  280,  000 

Idaho _  52,  097,  000 

Illinois  _ 270,  825,  000 

Indiana _  446,  953,  000 

Iowa _  184,  707,  000 

Kansas _ ± _  78,  028,  000 

Kentucky _ _  506,  086,  000 

Louisiana  _  293,  788,  000 

Maine  _  111,  501,  000 

Maryland  _  281, 128,  000 

Massachusetts  _  225,  213,  000 

Miohigan  _  412,  148,  000 

Minnesota  _  108,  044,  000 

Mississippi  _  675,  468,  000 

Missouri  _  290,011,000 

Montana _  25,  385,  000 

Nebraska _  48,  112,  000 

Nevada _  9,  384,  000 

New  Hampshire _  95,  636,  000 

New  Jersey _  335,  060,  000 

New  Mexico _  31,318,000 

New  York _  606,  741,  000 

North  Carolina _  285,  870,  000 

North  Dakota _  32,  968,  000 

Ohio _  354,  667,  000 

Oklahoma _  70,  468,  000 

Oregon _  135,  998,  000 

Pennsylvania _  526,  374,  000 

Rhode  Island _  22,  800,  000 

South  Carolina _  212,  799,  000 

South  Dakota _  28,815,000 

Tennessee _  244,113,000 

Texas _  857,  277,  000 

Utah _  62,  860,  000 

Vermont  _  60,  453,  000 

Virginia _  289,101,000 

Washington _  222,  614,  000 

West  Virginia _  460,  372,  000 

Wisconsin _  232,446,000 

Wyoming  _ _ _ _  10,  898,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  301,177,000 

Virgin  Islands _  4,  289,  000 


National  total _  11,283,280,000 

IN  ORDER  OF  NEED  BY  STATE 

1.  Texas  _ 857,277,000 

2.  Mississippi _ 1 _  675,468,000 

3.  New  York _  606,741,000 

4.  Pennsylvania _  526,  374,  000 

5.  Kentucky _  506,  086,  000 

6.  West  Virginia _ _  460,  372,  000 

7.  Indiana _  446,  953,  000 

8.  Michigan _  412,  148,  000 

9.  Ohio _  354,  667,  000 

10.  New  Jersey _  335,  060,  000 

11.  Florida _  331,787,000 

12.  Georgia _  326,  410,  000 

13.  Puerto  Rico _  301, 177,  000 

14.  Louisiana _  293,  788,  000 

15.  Missouri _  290,011,000 

16.  Virginia _ .1 _  289, 101,  000 

17.  North  Carolina _  285,  870,  000 

18.  Maryland _  281,128,000 

19.  Illinois _  270,825,000 

20.  California  _  259,459,000 

21.  Tennessee  _  244,  113,  000 

22.  Wisconsin  _ 232,446,000 

23.  Massachusetts _  225,  213,  000 

24.  Washington _  222,614,000 

25.  South  Carolina _  212,  799,  000 

26.  Arkansas _  203,  619,  000 

27.  Iowa  _  184,707,000 

28.  Connecticut  _  153,464,000 

29.  Alabama  _  148,  333,  000 

80.  Oregon _  135,  998,  000 
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$113,851,000 
111,  501,000 
108,  044, 000 

94,  750,  000 

95,  636,  000 
78,  028,  000 
70,  468,  000 
62,860,000 
61,  630,  000 
60,  453,  000 
52,  097,  000 
48,  112,  000 
44,  280,  000 
41,705,  000 
32,  968, 000 
31,  318,  000 
28,815,000 
25,385,  000 
22,  800, 000 
10,  898,  000 

9,  384,  000 
4,  289,  000 


National  need _  11,283,280,000 

Mr.  GOODELL.  In  my  home  State  of 
New  York,  692  rural  communities  need 
water  systems  and  1,048  need  sewer  sys¬ 
tems.  These  are  communities  without  any 
systems  at  all.  Inadequate  water  systems 
serve  225,000  households  and  14,000 
commercial  establishments.  Inadequate 
sewer  systems  are  all  that  122,000  house¬ 
holds  and  6,500  commercial  establish¬ 
ments  can  depend  upon. 

In  relation  to  the  needs  of  other  States, 
Texas  ranks  first,  followed  by  Missis¬ 
sippi  and  New  York.  The  PH  A  survey 
reveals  that  the  State  of  Texas  requires 
roughly  $857  million,  Mississippi,  $675.5 
million  and  New  York  $607  million  to 
meet  rural  water  and  sewer  needs. 

The  FHA  has  faced  extremely  severe 
financing  problems  under  its  rural  water 
and  sewer  program.  In  the  last  fiscal 
year  Congress  appropriated  $46  million 
for  development  and  planning  grants  and 
$74  million  for  direct  loans.  Even  at  this 
low  level  of  funding  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  froze  $18  million  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  grants,  $10  million  in  direct  loans, 
$30  million  in  insured  loan  authority.  In 
a  March  16  letter,  I  appealed  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  release  the  additional  grant  funds 
and  on  April  23,  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  Clifford  Hardin  announced  the  use 
of  the  full  $46  million  in  fiscal  1970. 
Many  of  my  colleagues  joined  me  in  this 
effort  and  we  were  able  to  assist  approxi¬ 
mately  250  rural  communities  move 
another  step  closer  to  the  construction  of 
adequate  water  and  sewer  facilities.  A 
similar  appeal  was  made  on  May  20  for 
the  release  of  $40  million — $10  million 
in  direct  water  and  sewer  loans — $30  mil¬ 
lion  in  insured  loan  authority.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  the  administration  denied  this 
request. 

At  this  point,  I  ask  that  my  first  and 
second  letter  to  the  President  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  response  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Record.  I  also  ask  that  a 
letter,  sent  to  my  colleagues,  urging  them 
to  support  my  attempt  to  release  funds 
be  included  along  with  a  State-by-State 
breakdown  of  backlogged  FHA  ap¬ 
plications  for  rural  water  and  sewer 
construction. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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31.  Colorado 

32.  Maine _ 

33.  Minnesota _ 

34.  Alaska  _ 

35.  New  Hampshire- 

36.  Kansas  _ 

37.  Oklahoma  _ 

38.  Utah  _ 

39.  Delaware _ 

40.  Vermont _ 

41.  Idaho _ 

42 .  Nebraska  _ 

43.  Hawaii  _ 

44.  Arizona  _ 

-45.  North  Dakota _ 

46.  New  Mexico _ 

47.  South  Dakota — 

48.  Montana  _ 

49.  Rhode  Island _ 

50.  Wyoming _ 

51.  Nevada _ _ 

52.  Virgin  Islands.. 
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U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  16,  1970. 
The  President, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  am  taking  the  lib¬ 
erty  of  bringing  to  your  personal  attention 
a  matter  of  great  concern  to  many  small  vil¬ 
lages  in  rural  areas  of  our  Nation. 

In  your  State  of  the  Union  Message  you 
stated  that  sewage  treatment  plants  would 
be  built  “in  every  place  in  America  where 
they  are  needed.’’  In  this  regard  I  am  writing 
to  appeal  to  you  to  release  the  additional 
$18  million  appropriated  by  Congress  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  rural  water  and  waste 
disposal  by  small  communities.  These  funds, 
along  with  the  $24  million  which  you  have 
already  released  to  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  (FHA)  will  enable  the  FHA  to  assist 
small  rural  communities  in  developing  these 
water  or  sewer  systems. 

Many  village  sewer  systems  are  being  con¬ 
structed  with  the  aid  of  other  Federal  pro¬ 
grams,  administered  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  and  the  Departments 
of  Interior  and  Agriculture.  Unless  the  addi¬ 
tional  $18  million  in  grant  funds  is  released, 
these  villages  may  be  unable  to  use  the  sys¬ 
tems  they  have  constructed  or  have  had 
approved  for  construction. 

Small  villages  are  simply  unable  to  finance 
the  construction  of  the  sewage  trunk  lines 
from  their  homes  to  the  main  trunk  lines. 
Without  these  collection  lines,  their  entire 
sewage  systems  will  lie  unused.  A  number  of 
small  villages  have  received  assurances  (some 
as  long  as  two  and  three  years  ago)  from  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  that  their 
collection  systems  had  been  approved  for 
funding;  however,  because  of  the  shortage  of 
Federal  funds,  actual  disbursements  to  the 
villages  have  not  been  made.  Therefore,  a 
community  that  is  prepared  to  begin  con¬ 
struction  now  cannot  do  so  until  these  addi¬ 
tional  funds  have  been  released. 

There  are  approximately  375  communities 
in  New  York  State  that  have  a  population 
of  5500  or  less.  Nearly  300  of  these  communi¬ 
ties  cannot  construct  their  sewage  systems 
until  they  receive  grant  assistance  from  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration. 

In  addition,  a  recent  House  Appropriations 
Committee  report  indicates  that  as  of  two 
years  ago  about  1500  rural  counties  in  the 
Nation  will  require  Farmers  Home  Admini- 
tration  grant  assistance  to  finance  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  comprehensive  water  and  sewer 
plans.  These  plans  must  be  completed  prior 
to  October  1,  1971,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
89-240,  for  the  area  to  be  eligible  for  de¬ 
velopment  grant  assistance.  The  communi¬ 
ties  need  an  average  of  eighteen  months  to 
complete  a  plan;  therefore,  if  they  are  to 
meet  the  October  1,  1971  deadline,  a  sub- 
tantial  number  of  the  plans  must  be 
started  in  the  current  fiscal  year. 

I  was  very  pleased  with  the  recent  news 
that  you  would  release  the  additional  $586 
million  appropriated  by  the  Congress  for 
construction  of  sewage  treatment  plants  to 
the  Department  of  Interior,  for  a  total  of 
$800  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1970.  The  $18 
million  additional  which  I  am  requesting 
you  to  release  today  to  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  will  provide  our  small  rural 
areas  with  trunk  lines — a  vital  link  without 
which  their  systems  cannot  function. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Charles  E.  Goodell. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  20, 19.70. 
The  President, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  On  March  16  I  ad¬ 
dressed  an  appeal  to  you  for  the  release  of 
additional  grant  funds  appropriated  by  Con¬ 
gress  for  Fiscal  Year  1970  for  development  of 
rural  water  and  waste  disposal'  facilities  by 
small  communities  with  populations  of  5500 


or  less.  As  a  result  of  this  appeal,  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Clifford  M.  Hardin  announced 
on  April  23  that  funds  available  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  had  been  increased  and  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  had  authorized  the  use 
of  the  full  $42  million  for  development  and 
$4  million  for  planning  that  had  been  appro¬ 
priated  by  Congress  for  Fiscal  Year  1970. 

I  was  very  gratified  by  this  action.  By  en¬ 
abling  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
to  approve  prior  to  June  30  an  additional  250 
rural  community  water  and  sewer  system 
projects,  we  have  moved  another  important 
step  forward  in  reversing  the  dangerous 
deterioration  of  our  environment. 

However  helpful  the  release  of  these  grant 
funds  has  been,  the  effectiveness  of  the 
program  cannot  be  fully  realized  until  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  releases  $40  million 
authorized  for  sewer  and  water  loans.  These 
loans  are  an  essential  component  of  the 
ability  of  the  communities  to  fulfill  their 
own  financial  obligations  and  to  move  ahead 
rapidly  with  their  anti-pollution  programs. 
With  very  few  exceptions,  they  cannot  do  so 
without  loans  directly  from  or  insured  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

On  April  15,  1969,  in  House  Document 
91-100,  you  recommended  the  following  with 
respect  to  the  rural  water  and  waste  dis¬ 
posal  program  of  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  for  Fiscal  Year  1970: 

1.  Grants  for  planning  and  development: 
Reduce  to  $28  million. 

(Congress  appropriated  $42  million  for 
development  and  $4  million  for  planning, 
and  these  funds  have  been  made  available.) 

2.  Loans  (direct  and  insured)  for  sewer 
and  water: 

Direct  Loans:  Decrease  the  amount  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  to  public  bodies  from  $74 
r.  illion  to  $64  million. 

(Congress  appropriated  $74  million;  how¬ 
ever,  $10  million  is  presently  held  in  budg¬ 
etary  reserve.) 

Insured  Loans:  The  above  proposal  to  de¬ 
crease  direct  loans  contemplated  "enactment 
of  pending  legislation  which  would  increase 
insured  sewer  and  water  loans  to  public 
bodies  from  $110,000,000  to  $355,000,000  for 
fiscal  year  1970.” 

(The  legislation  was  njt  enacted.  Also,  it 
was  implicit  in  your  April  15,  1969  commu¬ 
nication  that  there  would  continue  to  be 
authority  to  insure  at  least  $110  million  in 
loans.  However,  the  budget  which  you  sub¬ 
mitted  early  this  year  reflects  that  loan  in¬ 
surance  authority  has  been  reduced  by  $30 
million.) 

Your  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1970  indicated 
that  a  proper  ratio  between  grants  and  loans 
should  be  approximately  1  to  6;  i.e.,  $24 
million  for  development  grants  vis  $144  mil¬ 
lion  in  loans  ($64  million  direct  and  $80 
million  insured.) 

However,  the  increased  allocation  of  $18 
million  for  development  grants  had  changed 
the  grant/loan  ratio  for  Fiscal  Year  1970 
to  approximately  1*  to  3.43;  i.e.,  $42  million 
for  development  grants  vis  $144  million  for 
loans. 

To  provide  an  additional  $40  million  in 
loans  would  bring  the  ratio  to  only  1  to  4.38; 
i.e.,  $42  million  for  development  grants  vis 
$184  million  for  loans  ($74  million  direct  and 
$110  million  insured.) 

Indeed,  the  ratio  you  have  proposed  for 
Fiscal  Year  1971  is  1  to  5.3;  i.e.,  $20  million 
for  development  grants  -vis  $126  million  for 
loans  ($40  million  direct  and  $86  million 
insured.) 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  urge  that  the  $10 
million  appropriated  for  direct  loans  be  re¬ 
leased  from  budgetary  reserve,  and  that  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  authority  to 
insure  sewer  and  water  loans  be  restored  to 
$110  million.  Such  action  will  permit  250 
small  communities  throughout  the  Nation 
to  proceed  with  fully  financed  programs  be¬ 
fore  the  end  of  Fiscal  Year  1970. 

The  need  for  a  favorable  decision  is  most 
urgent.  The  Farmers  Home  Administration 


has  on  hand  at  this  time  more  than  2,000 
loan  requests  requiring  approximately  $480 
million,  and  nearly  600  grant  requests  re¬ 
quiring  $50  million.  In  addition  the  Agency 
has  returned  more  than  3,500  requests  and 
2,400  grant  requests  because  of  insuffifcient 
funds.  The  communities  are  still  in  need  of 
assistance;  the  applications  returned  would 
require  approximately  $700  million  in  loan 
funds  and  $300  million  in  grant  funds. 

I  am  assured  that  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  could  easily  administer  a  $400 
million  program  annually  to  assist  approx¬ 
imately  2,000  water  and  waste  disposal  proj¬ 
ects.  At  this  level  of  funding,  approximately 
four  years  would  be  required  to  fund  the 
applications  now  on  hand  and  those  that 
have  been  returned  because  of  insufficient 
funds. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Charles  E.  Goodell. 


Executive  Office 

of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  16, 1970. 
Hon.  Charles  E.  Goodell, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Goodell:  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  letter  of  May  20,  1970,  to 
the  President  concerning  the  sewer  and  water 
program  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion. 

As  you  are  aware,  I  am  sure,  President 
Nixon’s  budgets  for  fiscal  years  1970  and 
1971  were  prepared  in  an  economic  atmos¬ 
phere  which  demanded  an  antifiationary 
fiscal  policy.  Consequently,  it  was  necessary 
to  reduce  this  loan  program  from  the  levels 
proposed  over  a  year  ago  in  the  FY  1970  col¬ 
umn  of  the  1970  budget  to  the  levels  shown 
in  the  FY  1970  column  of  the  1971  budget. 

Stringency  for  FY  1970  was  also  caused  by 
the  total  budget  outlay  limitation  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1970.  You  will  recall  that  the 
amount  specified  in  the  overall  limitation  on 
outlays  was  less  than  the  sum  of  outlays 
which  stem  from  individually  enacted  ap¬ 
propriations  and  other  legislation  for  FY 
1970.  Therefore,  the  President  had  no  alter¬ 
native  but  to  direct  that  sufficient  reductions 
be  made  in  1970  controllable  programs  to 
bring  our  then-current  estimate  of  total 
spending  within  the  outlay  limitation.  The 
reduction  in  the  1970  sewer  and  water  loan 
program  from  the  level  authorized  by  the 
Congress  was  effected  as  part  of  this  effort. 

The  proposed  revised  limitation  on  fiscal 
year  1970  outlays  currently  pending  in  the 
Congress,  if  enacted  will  still  require  that 
the  President  exercise  stringent  budgetary 
controls  for  the  remainder  of  the  current 
fiscal  year.  A  similar  budget  outlay  limitation 
for  FY  1971  is  also  being  considered  by  the 
Congress  which,  if  enacted,  would  cause 
equally  difficult  administrative  problems  and 
require  firm  control  of  funds  being  obligated 
in  1970  as  well  as  1971. 

We  were  advised  by  staff  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  at  the  time  of  release  of  the 
additional  $18  million  of  sewer  and  water 
grant  funds  that  the  added  grant  funds  could 
be  effectively  utilized  with  the  present  sewer 
and  water  loan  levels  for  FY  1970.  Con¬ 
sequently,  for  the  reasons  cited  above,  we  do 
not  believe  that  it  is  possible  at  this  time 
to  relase  additional  loan  funds  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  during  FY  1970. 

The  administration  is  quite  hopeful  of  re¬ 
ceiving  favorable  consideration  of  legislation 
currently  pending  before  the  Congress  which 
would  enable  FHA  to  make  insured  loans  to 
tax  exempt  public  bodies  and  subsequently 
sell  such  loans  to  private  investors  as  tax¬ 
able  securities.  Enactment  of  this  legislation 
could  permit  a  significant  increase  in  the 
sewer  and  water  insured  loan  level  for  FY 
1971  because  of  the  reduced  budget  impact 
of  such  loans  as  compared  with  direct  loans 
to  public  bodies  for  this  purpose. 

Thank  you  for  your  views  on  this  matter. 
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I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  give  a  more 
favorable  response  at  this  time. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  P.  Mayo, 

Director. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  20,  1970. 

Dear  Colleague:  Many  of  you  recently 
joined  me  In  an  appeal  to  the  President  that 
he  release  additional  grant  funds  for  water 
and  waste  disposal  systems  in  small  villages 


with  populations  of  5500  or  less. 

Your  support  of  this  appeal  was  most 
gratifying.  On  April  23  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  announced  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  had  authorized  the  use  of  the 
full  $42  million  for  development  and  $4 
million  for  planning  that  had  been  appro¬ 
priated  by  Congress  for  Fiscal  Year  1970. 
250  additional  communities  in  the  nation 
will  be  assisted  because  of  this  action. 

However,  release  of  these  grant  funds  was 
not  accompanied  by  a  provision  for  addi¬ 
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tional  loan  funds  for  these  communities. 
Direct  or  insured  loans  are  an  essential  com¬ 
ponent  of  their  programs. 

I  have  therefore  written  again  to  the 
President  to  request  that  authority  for  $40 
million  in  dirct  and  insured  loans  be  re¬ 
leased  from  budgetary  reserve.  A  copy  of  my 
letter  is  attached. 

I  urge  you  to  join  me  in  this  new  appeal 
to  the  President. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  E.  Goodell. 


APPLICATIONS  RETURNED  BECAUSE  OF  INSUFFICIENT  FUNDS  (THROUGH  DEC.  31,  1969) 


Loans 


Grants 


Water 

Sewer 

Total 

Water 

Sewer 

Total 

State 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Alabama . .  .  ... 

_  67 

$13,  369,  500 

9 

$1,964,000 

76 

$15,  333,  500 

46 

$3, 503, 840 

8 

$776, 100 

54 

$4,  297, 940 

Arizona _ _ _ 

Arkansas.. .  .  . 

_  121 

19,  446,  940 

66 

9, 830, 850 

187 

29, 277,  790 

79 

6,  599, 940 

52 

3,978,800 

131 

10,  578,  740 

California. . . 

_  24 

5,817,200 

11 

2,692,211 

35 

8,  509,411 

9 

1,742,200 

6 

1,136,  311 

15 

2,878,  511 

Colorado _ _ _ 

_  38 

5, 937,  000 

37 

4,  342,  000 

75 

10, 279,  000 

18 

747,000 

26 

1,395,  000 

44 

2,142,000 

Florida  ..  . . .  .  . 

_  8 

1,500,  000 

5 

1,250,  000 

13 

2,  750,  000 

9 

1,060,  000 

6 

1,100,  000 

15 

2, 160,  000 

Georgia .  .  .  .  . 

_  56 

9,  750,  000 

20 

4,  424, 200 

76 

14, 174,500 

48 

2, 395,  350 

19 

2,473,  000 

67 

4,  868,  350 

Idaho. . .  ..  . 

. .  7 

2, 151,  350 

8 

676, 290 

15 

2,  827,  640 

2 

210,  550 

5 

370,  860 

7 

581,410 

Illinois _ _ _ 

_  95 

13, 132,  000 

100 

18,  502,  000 

195 

31,634,000 

57 

5, 134,  000 

79 

10,  059,  000 

136 

15, 193,000 

Indiana  . . .  ... 

_ _  44 

7,815, 247 

89 

18,107, 938 

133 

25, 923, 185 

10 

1,  083,  000 

43 

4,  023,  000 

53 

5, 106,  000 

Iowa _  _ _ 

. .  93 

11,270,775 

128 

18,  759,  036 

221 

30,  029,811 

74 

4,039,700 

121 

8,  294,  389 

195 

12,334,089 

Kansas  . 

_  126 

24,987,745 

129 

5,  039, 110 

155 

30,  026,  855 

52 

5,  241,570 

27 

2, 088,  590 

79 

7,330, 160 

Kentucky . . . 

. . .  86 

24,410,  300 

11 

2,  834,  500 

97 

27,  244,  800 

15 

2,  388,  000 

9 

1,  545,  600 

24 

3,  933,  600 

Louisiana _  ..  .  .  . 

_  84 

13,323,  182 

17 

3,  402, 182 

101 

16,  725,  364 

10 

1,  372,  500 

21 

2,  637,  300 

31 

4,  009,  800 

Michigan _ _ 

. .  34 

8,775,000 

103 

35,  771,300 

137 

44,  546,  300 

28 

5,  066,  000 

96 

17,213,000 

124 

22,279,000 

Minnesota . . 

. . .  16 

825,  000 

38 

5,  695,  000 

54 

6,  520,  000 

12 

650, 000 

30 

3,  457,  000 

42 

4, 107,  000 

Mississippi.. 

_  299 

59, 282, 230 

26 

5,  590,  500 

325 

64,  872,  730 

93 

9,  709, 564 

21 

2,677,384 

114 

12,  386,  948 

Missouri . . 

_  152 

32,  465,  990 

85 

13,415,356 

237 

45,  881,  346 

81 

7,259,375 

64 

5,  449,  465 

145 

12,708,840 

Montana..  ..  .  .  ... 

_  I 

150, 000 

8 

1, 138,041 

9 

1,  288,  041 

2 

230,  000 

5 

402,211 

7 

632,211 

Nebraska . . . . 

_  5 

506, 000 

11 

442,305 

16 

948,  305 

4 

134, 130 

11 

259,  330 

15 

393, 460 

New  England _ 

_ _ _  8 

756, 500 

11 

2,  171,750 

19 

2,  928,  250 

10 

1,  021,  500 

21 

3,  782,  470 

31 

4,  803,  970 

New  Jersey.  ..  ..  ..  ..  . 

_  12 

2, 168,  500 

18 

7,  347,  000 

30 

9,515,500 

9 

824, 448 

21 

9, 649,  000 

30 

10,  473,  448 

New  Mexico . . . 

New  York _  ...... 

_  96 

14,632,515 

102 

35, 612,656 

198 

50,245, 171 

96 

11,980,295 

103 

26,  370,  832 

199 

38,351,127 

North  Carolina...  . . 

_  28 

6,772,435 

15 

1,984,470 

43 

8, 756, 905 

17 

1,789,255 

15 

1,331,830 

32 

3, 121,085 

North  Dakota..  _ 

_  13 

2, 135,  000 

25 

3,  978,  440 

38 

6, 113,  440 

7 

398, 000 

24 

1,504, 820 

31 

1,902, 820 

Ohio.  _  .  .. 

. . .  25 

4,215,710 

31 

6,171,702 

56 

10,  387,412 

14 

2,  203,  360 

20 

3,814,302 

34 

6,017,662 

Oklahoma.  _  ..  .  _ 

_  12 

1,773,275 

5 

603, 650 

17 

2,376,925 

4 

348, 000 

3 

328,850 

7 

676,  850 

Oregon -  - 

_ _  20 

4, 336,  500 

12 

1,942,  500 

32 

6,  279,  000 

9 

820,250 

7 

592,  250 

16 

1,412,500 

Pennsylvania  . . . 

_  92 

20,758,675 

143 

35,253,055 

235 

56, 011,730 

60 

8,  946, 975 

125 

19,106,  540 

185 

28,  053,  515 

Puerto  Rico. - - 

_  6 

1,200,000 

1 

200,  000 

7 

1,  400,  000 

6 

480,  000 

1 

80,  000 

7 

560,  000 

South  Carolina . . . 

.  16 

4.776,231 

10 

2,915,  201 

26 

7,691,432 

8 

1,091,904 

6 

1,  002, 186 

14 

2,  094,  090 

South  Dakota _  .  .  . 

_ _ _  5 

2,891,640 

14 

1,211,880 

19 

4,103,  520 

6 

480,  000 

16 

720,  080 

22 

1,200,  080 

Tennessee...  _  ..  .  ..  . 

_  82 

17,074,165 

15 

2,650,683 

97 

19,724, 848 

44 

4, 530, 922 

16 

2,384,731 

60 

6.915,653 

Texas . . . . . 

. . .  152 

ZS,  358, 760 

63 

7,370,210 

215 

36,728,970 

82 

7,670,  040 

63 

3,882,480 

145 

11,552,520 

Utah _ 

_ _  2 

400,  000 

4 

800,  000 

6 

1,200,  000 

2 

1,600,  000 

2 

160,  000 

4 

320,  000 

Virginia.  ._  .  .  . . 

.  53 

8,  977,  030 

46 

10,  914,  060 

99 

19,  891,090 

50 

5, 129,  500 

41 

5, 649,  030 

91 

10,778,  530 

Washington _ 

_  18 

2,857,900 

17 

2,511,700 

35 

5,  369, 600 

9 

600,  700 

13 

937,  400 

22 

1,538,  100 

WestVirginia  ...  ...  _ 

.  78 

12,012,  032 

26 

6, 255,700 

104 

18.  267, 732 

70 

6,  940,  944 

24 

3, 300,  394 

94 

10,241,338 

Wisconsin _ _ 

_  39 

4,  506,  000 

49 

6, 999,  300 

88 

11,505,300 

35 

2,  964, 600 

49 

5,  050,  950 

84 

8,  015,  550 

Wyoming...  _  _ 

2 

284, 200 

2 

209, 200 

4 

493,  400 

2 

164,  200 

1 

9,200 

3 

173,400 

Total _ 

_  2,115 

396, 802, 827 

1,411 

291,179,976 

3,  526 

687, 982,  803 

1,189 

117,111,612 

1,220 

158,993,685 

2, 409 

276,105, 297 

WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS  IN  PROCESS  (BACK¬ 
LOG  OF  APPLICATIONS  ON  HAND) 


Applications  Amount  re¬ 
state  on  hand  quired  to  fund 


Alabama . . . 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas. _ 

California  r _ _ 

Hawaii _ 

Nevada. . . . 

Colorado _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia. . . . s. 

Idaho _ 

Illinois . . 

Indiana _ 

Iowa . . . . 

Kansas . . . 

Kentucky _ _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine  • . . . . 

Connecticut _ 

Massachusetts _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

Rhode  Island. . 

Vermont _ _ _ 

Michigan . . . 

Minnesota... _ _ 

Mississippi . . 

Missouri. _ _ 

Montana. . . 

Nebraska. _ _ 

New  Jersey  > _ 

Delaware _ 

Maryland _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York. . . 

North  Carolina . . 


46 

$3, 189, 370 

5 

265, 000 

24 

1,920, 000 

14 

1,120, 000 

5 

400, 000 

5 

400,  000 

15 

1,226,700 

14 

1,552,  000 

4 

280,  000 

14 

1,016,000 

7 

830,  000 

13 

598,  000 

9 

424, 680 

8 

1,211,000 

7 

670,  000 

8 

1,  344,  000 

1 

168,  000 

5 

840,  000 

5 

840,  000 

6 

1,  080,  000 

20 

2,  740,  000 

14 

898,  700 

32 

970,  400 

9 

910,  000 

6 

404,  550 

11 

524,  400 

13 

2,  544,  000 

8 

923, 000 

8 

411,000 

12 

2,  015,  000 

33 

970, 600 

North  Dakota . . . 

10 

$376, 050 

Ohio  _ _ 

13 

2,  192,  000 

Oklahoma _  ..  . 

25 

2,563,795 

Oregon  i . .  . 

14 

1, 117,270 

Alaska _  .  .  . 

1 

425,  000 

Pennsylvania . . 

11 

1,  069,  000 

Puerto  Rico  1 _  .  . 

21 

956, 900 

South  Carolina  ....  .  .  .. 

5 

480,  000 

South  Dakota...  _ 

8 

270, 000 

Tennessee _ _  _ 

11 

880,  000 

Texas _ 

20 

1,253, 100 

Utah _ _ _ 

5 

601,500 

Virginia.  _  _  .  ... 

12 

1,483,600 

Washington _ 

11 

813,900 

West  Virginia  ..  .  ...  ...  ... 

18 

1,  738,  000 

Wisconsin...  .  _  _ _ 

8 

565, 800 

Wyoming . . . 

6 

237,950 

Total _  580  49,710,715 


1  State  offices  serving  more  than  1  State  are  authorized  to 
transfer  funds  between  States  under  their  jurisdiction. 


DIRECT  AND  INSURED  WATER  AND  SEWER  LOANS— 
(BACKLOG  OF  APPLICATIONS  ON  HAND) 

[Dollars  in  thousandsl 


Amount 

Applications  required 


State  on  hand  to  fund 


Alabama.... _ _  74  $17,760 

Arizona _  12  2,880 

Arkansas . . .  76  18,  240 

California 1 _  39  9, 360 

Hawaii _ _ _ _ _ 

Nevada .  4  960 

Colorado... .  47  11,280 


State 

Applications 
on  hand 

Amount 
required 
to  fund 

Florida _ _ 

30 

$7,  200 

Georgia _ 

43 

10,  320 

Idaho.  .  .  .  . 

27 

6,  480 

Illinois . 

56 

13,  440 

Indiana _ 

32 

7,680 

Iowa..  _  _ 

110 

26,  400 

Kansas  ...  . . 

32 

7,680 

Kentucky . . 

60 

14,  400 

Louisiana _  ...  ..  . 

50 

12,  000 

Maine1  .  . . 

9 

2, 160 

Connecticut _ _ 

1 

240 

Massachusetts . 

2 

480 

New  Hampshire...  .  .. 

2 

480 

Rhode  Island  ..  ...  . 

Vermont. . 

9 

2,160 

Michigan . .  . . 

34 

8,  160 

Minnesota _ 

37 

8,  880 

Mississippi...  . 

123 

29,  520 

Missouri . 

102 

24,  480 

Montana.. . 

14 

3,  360 

Nebraska . . . . 

23 

5,520 

New  Jersey  >_ . 

16 

3,840 

Delaware.  _.  _ 

1 

240 

Maryland  .  ...  .  _ 

22 

5,  280 

New  Mexico . . . 

22 

5,280 

New  York  _ ..  .  _  . 

61 

14,640 

North  Carolina . . 

75 

18,  000 

North  Dakota _  _ 

20 

4,800 

Ohio... _ _ 

78 

18,720 

Oklahoma _  _  ... 

112 

26,  880 

Oregon  >. _ _ 

20 

4,800 

Alaska _ 

5 

1,200 

Pennsylvania..  _ 

36 

8,  640 

Puerto  Rico1 . . 

40 

7,600 

Virgin  Islands _ 

South  Carolina . . . 

37 

9, 680 
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Applications  Amount  re¬ 


state  on  hand  quired  to  fund 


South  Dakota . . -  25  $6,000 

Tennessee . 50  12, 000 

Texas _  139  „  33, 360 

Utah . 28  6,720 

Virginia _ , . 40  9,600 

Washington _ 19  4,560 

West  Virginia . . 35  8,400 

Wisconsin . 65  15,600 

Wyoming . . . 13  4,120 


Total.  __ . . .  2,007  481,480 


■  State  offices  serving  more  than  1  State  are  authorized  to 
transfer  funds  between  States  under  their  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
fiscal  1971  budget,  the  administration 
requested  only  $20  million  in  grants  and 
$40  million  in  direct  loans  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  these  systems. 

The  House  passed  an  appropriation  of 
$100  million  for  development/planning 
grants  and  $74  million  for  direct  loans  to 
communities  for  their  water  and  sewer 
facilities.  The  Senate  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  $60  million  for  the  grant  pro¬ 
gram  and  $78  million  for  direct  loans. 

At  present,  the  FHA  has  on  hand  more 
than  2,000  loan  requests  requiring  ap¬ 
proximately  $480  million,  and  nearly  600 
grant  requests  requiring  $50  million.  In 
addition,  the  agency  has  returned  more 
than  3,500  loan  requests  and  2,400  grant 
requests  to  communities  because  of  in¬ 
sufficient  funds. 

The  FHA  has  informed  me  that,  while 
it  is  not  making  a  recommendation  for  a 
budget  request,  it  can  effectively  admin¬ 
ister  at  least  $400  million  a  year  to  assist 
approximately  2,000  water  and  waste  dis¬ 
posal  projects. 

In  view  of  this  desperate  need  for 
funds,  I  have  offered  the  amendment  to 
provide  the  House-passed  level  of  $100 
million  for  development  grants  under  the 
FHA  rural  water  and  sewer  facilities  pro¬ 
gram  and  $350  million  for  the  direct  loan 
program. 

On  July  1, 1  wrote  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland),  and 
expressed  my  intent  to  introduce  this 
amendment.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  text  of  the  letter  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  1,  1970. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies, 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  U.S. 
Senate ,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  WTiting  to  you 
about  the  severe  need  for  adequate  water 
and  sewer  facilities  in  the  small  villages  of 
our  Nation. 

A  survey  conducted  last  December  by  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shows  that 
over  $11  billion  is  required  to  improve  and/or 
provide  adequate  water  and  sewer  systems  in 
communities  of  5500  population  or  less.  The 
estimate  is  based  upon  1969  prices;  however, 
experience  in  New  York  State -over  the  past 
four  years  has  shown  that  costs  for  con¬ 
struction  of  sewage  treatment  plants  alone 
has  risen  at  the  rate  of  one  percent  a  month, 
or  12  percent  a  year,  and  this  rise  is  continu¬ 
ing. 


Despite  this  overwhelming  need,  however, 
the  Administration  has  budgeted  for  fiscal 
year  1971  only  $24  million  for  development 
and  planning  grants,  $40  million  for  direct 
loans,  and  $86  million  for  insured  loan  au¬ 
thority. 

When  the  House  acted  upon  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  appropriation  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1971  (H.R.  17923),  $100  million 
was  approved  for  development  and  planning 
grants  for  this  program. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  the  House  ap¬ 
proved  only  $74  million  for  direct  loans  to 
communities  for  their  water  and  sewer  fa¬ 
cilities,  which  is  the  same  amount  appropri¬ 
ated  ~by  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1970.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  Congressional  ap¬ 
proval  is  not  required  for  additional  in¬ 
sured  loan  authority  at  this  time. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention 
information  I  have  recently  obtained  with 
regard  to  the  need  for  a  much  larger  appro¬ 
priation  for  direct  loans  than  was  approved 
by  the  House  of  Representatives.  Enclosed 
is  a  letter  dated  June  24,  1970  from  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  stating  that, 
in  order  to  maintain  the  historic  ratio  of 
16  percent  between  grant  and  loan  funds, 
approximately  $600  million  in  total  loan 
authority  would  be  required  to  match  the 
$100  million  in  grante  approved  by  the 
House. 

However,  both  direct  and  insured  loans  are 
included  in  this  FHA  estimate.  It  should  be 
noted  that  since  fiscal  year  1968  the  FHA 
has  been  restricted  in  insuring  loans  to 
public  bodies.  This  restriction  was  lifted 
once  when  the  Administration  authorized 
$50  million  in  fiscal  year  1969  to  insure  loans 
to  public  bodies. 

This  policy  was  the  result  of  studies  by 
the  Treasury  Department  which  showed  that 
it  is  not  in  the  national  interest  for  the 
Government  to  insure  loans  to  public  bod¬ 
ies  if  the  interest  income  paid  to  lenders 
will  be  tax  exempt. 

Several  bills  have  been  introduced  in 
Congress  to  require  purchasers  of  insured 
bonds  from  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  to  pay  Federal  income  taxes  on  the  in¬ 
terest  earned  on  such  bonds.  This  would 
overcome  the  policy  ban  against  the  sale  to 
private  investors  by  the  Agricultural  Credit 
Insurance  Fund  of  tax-exempt  obligations  of 
public  bodies. 

However,  there  are  uncertainties  with  re¬ 
gard  to  enactment  of  such  legislation  before 
the  adjournment  of  Congress.  The  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  has  reported  a 
bill  to  this  effect  (H.R.  15979),  but  to  date 
there  has  been  no  floor  action  on  the  bill. 

About  70  percent  of  the  applications  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  for  financial  assistance  for  water  and 
waste  disposal  systems  come  from  munici¬ 
palities,  districts,  public  authorities,  and 
other  types  of  public  bodies.  Because  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  is  no  longer 
permitted  to  use  insured  funds  for  these 
applicants,  the  FHA  estimates  that,  in  or¬ 
der  to  maintain  the  ratio  of  3%  to  1  between 
grant  and  direct  loan  funds  during  recent 
years,  $325  million  in  direct  loans  for  com¬ 
munities  would  be  required  to  match  $100 
million  in  grant  funds.  The  estimate  for 
$325  million  is  based  upon  past  experience, 
as  noted  in  the  table  in  the  attached  letter 
from  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

The  FHA  states  that  this  ratio  does  not 
indicate  the  actual  need,  but  merely  reveals 
the  level  of  funds  available.  For  example,  the 
FHA  states,  during  the  1969  fiscal  year,  out 
of  726  initial  loans  made,  only  328  of  the 
same  projects  included  grant  funds.  Inas¬ 
much  as  grant  funds  have  been  limited,  the 
FHA  has  adopted  a  policy  of  using  only  the 
amount  of  grant  funds  necessary  to  reduce 
user  charges'  to  a  level  the  communities 
reasonably  can  be  expected  to  pay. 


I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  figures  for 
1970  listed  in  the  table  in  the  attached  FHA 
letter,  which  shows  $42  million  for  grants, 
$64  million  for  direct  loans,  and  $80  million 
for  insured  loans. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  allocated 
only  $24  million  in  development  grants  for 
this  program,  although  Congress  had  ap¬ 
propriated  $42  million  for  fiscal  year  for  this 
purpose.  However,  in  response  to  an  appeal  I 
made  to  the  President  in  March  of  this  year, 
the  Bureau  released  the  remaining  $18  mil¬ 
lion  that  had  been  held  in  budgetary  reserve. 

Congress  also  appropriated  $74  million  for 
direct  loans  for  rural  water  and  sewer  facili¬ 
ties,  and  the  fiscal  year  1970  budget  request 
indicated  that  $10  million  in  insured  loan 
authority  would  be  available.  However,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  released  only  $64 
million  in  direct  loans  and  $80  million  in 
insured  loan  authority.  Consequently,  I  wrote 
the  President  again  on  May  20  to  request  that 
these  loan  funds  be  released,  and  many  of  my 
colleagues  in  Congress  joined  me  in  this  ap¬ 
peal.  It  was  not  until  June  16  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  wrote  to  deny  the 
request. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  no  loan  funds 
presently  available  to  supplement  the  $18 
million  in  development  grants  released  in 
April  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Nearly 
250  communities  are  awaiting  approval  of 
loans  so  that  they  can  sign  contracts  to  be¬ 
gin  construction  of  their  systems.  Since  the 
Administration  has  prohibited  the  use  of 
insured  loan  authority,  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  has  advised  me  that  at  least 
$25  million  in  direct  loans  is  required,  and 
that  these  loans  could  be  used  as  soon  as  they 
are  appropriated. 

The  need  is  urgent.  The  Farmers  Home 
Administration  has  on  hand  at  this  time 
more  than  2,000  loan  requests  requiring  ap¬ 
proximately  $480  million,  and  nearly  600 
grant  requests  requiring  $50  million.  In 
addition,  the  Agency  has  returned  more  than 
3,500  loan  requests  and  2,400  grant  requests 
because  of  insufficient  funds.  These  com¬ 
munities  are  still  in  need  of  assistance;  the 
applications  returned  would  require  approxi¬ 
mately  $700  million  in  loan  funds  and  $300 
million  in  grant  funds. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  has  in¬ 
formed  me  that,  while  it  is  not  making  a 
recommendation  for  a  budget  increase,  it 
can  effectively  administer  at  least  $400  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  to  assist  approximately  2,000 
water  and  waste  disposal  projects.  At  this 
level  of  funding,  approximately  four  years 
would  be  required  to  fund  the  applications 
now  on  hand  and  those  that  have  been  re¬ 
turned  because  of  insufficient  funds.  Even  at 
this  level  of  funding,  it  would  take  more  than 
27  years  to  satisfy  the  present  need  of  $11  bil¬ 
lion  for  these  systems. 

To  postpone  taking  action  pending  the 
uncertain  enactment  of  legislation  to  deal 
with  tax  exemption  of  insured  loan  author¬ 
ity  would  only  delay  meaningful  progress  on 
this  most  urgent  need. 

In  view  of  the  above  information,  I  have 
offered  amendments  to  the  fiscal  year  1971 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  appropriate  $100  million  for 
grants  and  to  provide  $350  million  from  the 
direct  loan  account  for  the  rural  water  and 
sewer  program. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  E.  Goodell. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  in  that 
letter  I  stated  that  the  need  for  direct 
loans  had  increased  significantly  espe¬ 
cially  since  the  Department  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  had  placed  barriers  around  the  use 
of  the  FHA  insured  loan  program  in  the 
financing  of  rural  water  and  sewer  sys¬ 
tems  for  communities  that  issue  tax  ex¬ 
empt  bonds. 
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For  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues,  I  will 
explain  the  Department’s  position.  The 
Internal  Revenue  Service  has  ruled  that 
a  tax-exempt  bond  sold  by  a  local  gov¬ 
ernment  remains  tax  exempt  even  if 
it  is  resold  as  a  loan  insured  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

Due  to  this  “carry-over”  exemption, 
the  Treasury  Department  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  both  feel  that  the  fed¬ 
erally  insured  tax-exempt  obligation  is  a 
costly  and  inequitable  method  of- financ¬ 
ing  while  the  tax  exemption  makes  the 
insured  loans  more  attractive  to  resell, 
the  Department  concluded  the  loss  of  tax 
revenue  resulting  from  the  exemption 
more  than  offsets  the  benefits. 

Additionally,  that  the  sale  of  bonds 
which  are  both  tax  exempt  and  insured 
by  the  Federal  Government  would  give 
these  bonds  a  competitive  advantage  over 
both  State  and  local  securities  which 
are  tax  exempt  but  not  federally  insured, 
and  also  Federal  securities  which  are 
subject  to  Federal  income  tax.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  the  sale  of  such  bonds  could  well 
have  increased  interest  rates  on  other 
bonds,  particularly  those  issued  by  States 
and  localities  and  hampered  their  ability 
to  finance  other  vital  public  needs. 

Because  more  than  70  percent  of  the 
communities  applying  for  FHA  assist¬ 
ance  issue  tax-exempt  obligations  for  the 
purpose  of  financing  their  projects. 

Several  bills  have  been  introduced  in 
Congress  to  require  purchasers  of  insured 
bonds  from  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  to  pay  Federal  income  taxes  on 
the  interest  earned  on  such  bonds.  This 
would  terminate  the  carry-over  exemp¬ 
tion  and  the  Treasury-Budget  objection 
to  the  financing  method. 

The  House  Ways  and  Means  Commit¬ 
tee  has  reported  a  bill  to  this  effect,  H.R. 
15979,  which  I  understand  was  passed 
by  the  House  on  Monday,  July  6. 

I  understand  the  administration,  in 
cutting  back  to  $40  million  in  its  fiscal 
1971  request  for  direct  loans,  was  count¬ 
ing  on  enactment  of  H.R.  15979  which 
would  allow  FHA  to  move  ahead  with 
insured  loans  to  the  communities  for 
construction  of  their  sewer  and  water 
systems. 

Even  if  this  legislation  is  passed  by  the 
Senate,  there  is  no  assurance  the  admin¬ 
istration  will  provide  the  sufficient  loan 
authority.  In  my  May  20  letter  to  the 
President,  I  requested  a  $30  million  in¬ 
crease  in  the  insured  loan  authority 
along  with  the  release  of  $10  million  in 
direct  loans.  As  I  stated  before,  this  re¬ 
quest  was  denied. 

If  the  President  would  not  release  $30 
million  in  insured  loan  authority  to  30 
percent  of  the  applicants  who  did  not 
issue  tax-exempt  obligations  and  did  not 
provide  a  carry-over  exemption,  there  is 
certainly  no  assurance  that  because  of 
the  House  bill,  he  will  provide  additional 
insured  loan  authority  to  all  commu¬ 
nities. 

My  amendment  providing  $350  million 
in  direct  loans,  would  assist  communities 
regardless  of  subsequent  action  on  the 
insured  loan  program. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
amendment  so  that  adequate  water  and 
sewer  facilities  will  be  constructed  to 
protect  the  well-being  of  our  people  and 
the  quality  of  our  environment. 


Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Just  to  get  the  figures 
in  mind,  do  I  correctly  understand  that 
the  original  budget  request  for  the  direct 
loan  progi*am  was  $45,500,000,  so  that 
we  are  already  some  $40  million  or  $38 
million  over  the  budget  request? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  For  the  fiscal  1971 
budget,  the  administration  requested  $24 
million  in  development  grants  and  $40 
million  in  direct  loans. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  $24  million  in  rural 
water  and  waste  disposal? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  $40  million  or  $45 
million,  does  the  Senator  remember? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  $40  million. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Fine.  So  that  the 
committee  bill  is  already  substantially 
in  excess  of  what  the  proposal  was  under 
the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  The  committee  bill  is 
$60  million  for  development  planning 
grants  and  actually  $78  million  in  direct 
loans. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Does  the  Senator  have 
the  y7eas  and  nays  on  his  amendment? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Would  the  Senator  have 
any  objection  to  dividing  his  amend¬ 
ment  for  consideration? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Dividing  it  into  two 
parts?  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  take  it,  for  example,  if 
the  first  part  of  the  amendment  should 
be  defeated,  that  would  not  necessarily 
mean  one  would  have  to  vote  against  the 
second  part  of  the  amendment.  If  the 
Senator  thinks  they  could  be  separated 
without  too  much  difficulty,  I  should  like 
to  propose  that  we  do  so. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  have  no  objection. 
I  think  the  two  go  together.  I  was  trying 
to  save  the  time  of  the  Senate  and  my 
colleagues.  I  am  not  aware  that  individ¬ 
ual  Senators  would  be  that  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  two  parts,  but  if  my  colleague 
from  Iowa  believes  that  to  be  the  case, 
I  would  be  glad  to  consider  th,em  sepa¬ 
rately. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Looking  at  it  from  my 
standpoint,  I  believe  that  the  rural 
water  and  waste  disposal  grants  repre¬ 
sent  a  somewhat  different  program  than 
the  loan  program  affected  by  the  first 
part  of  the  Senator’s  amendment.  I  think 
that  could  be  separated.  It  might  mean 
it  would  strengthen  the  opportunity  for 
the  Senator  from  New  York  to  obtain 
favorable  action  on  at  least  one  part 
of  his  amendment. 

May  I  say  that  I  do  not  think  I  can 
support  the  amendment  as  it  is  now,  if  it 
is  voted  on  up  or  down;  but  if  it  would 
be  divided,  I  might  be  able  to  see  my  way 
to  support  the  second  part  of  it.  I  ask 
this  question  only  as  a  matter  of  trying 
to  be  helpful.  So  that  if  the  Senator  from 
New  York  could  do  so,  I  would  hope 
there  would  be  no  objection. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  we  vote  on  this  amendment 
in  two  parts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater).  Is  there  objection? 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senator  requesting  a  division? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  requests  a  division 
of  the  vote.  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I-  regard  very 
highly  the  support  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  on  any  portion  of  the  amendment. 
If  the  Senator  from  Iowa  does  believe 
that  a  separate  vote  might  succeed  in  one 
instance,  while  it  might  not  in  another, 

I  would  withhold  any  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  .  Is  there  objection  to  divid-" 
ing  the  question  of  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  inquire  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  which  part? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  The  yeas  and  nays  on 
both,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
may  be  in  order  to  order  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  both  questions. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first  part  of 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  substitute  amendment  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and 
myself,  to  be  subject  to  the  same 
provisions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  substitute  amendment  offered  by 
Senator  Holland  to  the  first  part  of  the 
Goodell  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  32,  line  11,  strike  out  $83,- 
000,000”  and  insert  the  following  $123,- 
000,000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  before 
we  proceed  to  vote,  I  should  like  to  say 
that  what  we  are  offering  by  way  of  a 
substitute  is  to  reduce  the  $355  million 
figure,  which  is  on  the  first  part  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment,  to  $123  million, 
which  is  an  increase  of  $40  million  over 
the  $83  million  that  is  in  the  bill,  and  an 
increase  of  about  $80  million,  as  I  recall 
it,  over  the  budgeted  amount. 

Insofar  as  the  second  part  of  the 
amendment  is  concerned,  we  are  offering 
the  same  increase  as  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
raises  the  question  as  to  the  first  part  of 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  As  I  understand  the 
substitute  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  it  is  to  the  first  part  of  my 
amendment,  but  there  is  no  substitute 
for  the  second  part.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
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Chair  is  informed  that  we  have  not  got¬ 
ten  to  the  second  part  yet. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  we  of¬ 
fered  the  substitute  not  knowing,  of 
course,  that  there  would  be  a  division 
here.  There  will  be  no  difference  in  the 
two  amendments.  I  simply  want  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact 
that  the  $355  million  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  in  the  division 
of  the  first  part  of  his  amendment  is 
such  a  tremendous  increase  over  former 
amounts  and  budgeted  amounts  that  I 
think  it  simply  would  create  havoc  if  we 
tried  to  include  such  a  large  increase. 

The  amount  of  the  1970  authorization 
was  $78  million.  The  amount  of  the  budg¬ 
et  request  for  this  year  was  $40  y2  million. 
Both  House  and  Senate  put  in  $78  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  for  soil  and  water  loans.  For 
the  farm  ownership  loan,  the  $5  million 
figure  is  also  the  same  in  both  Senate 
and  House,  making  a  total  of  $83  million, 
which  is  the  figure  in  the  pending  bill. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  suggests 
it  be  raised  from  $83  million  to  $355  mil¬ 
lion,  which  is  an  increase  of  $272  million 
over  the  House  bill  and  Senate  bill  and 
an  increase  of  $309  V2  million  over  the 
budget,  which  seems  to  the  Senators  from 
Nebraska  and  Florida  to  be  completely 
unreasonable. 

So  we  have  suggested  that  instead  of 
having  the  amendment  for  the  first  part 
of  the  Senator’s  bill  read  $355  million, 
it  will  read,  instead,  $123  million,  which 
itself  would  be  $40  million  more  than 
the  Senate  bill,  $40  million  more  than 
the  House  bill,  and  about  $80  million  over 
the  budget.  I  think  that  is  as  far  as  we 
can  reasonably  go. 

I  suggest  also  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  and  I  think  he  has  already 
mentioned  the  fact,  that  a  bill  is  pending 
under  which  a  different  ratio  between 
loans  and  grants  would  be  permitted.  If 
that  bill  passes  both  Houses,  and  it  is 
pending  in  both  Houses,  there  could  then 
be  a  reexamination  of  the  whole  subject 
in  the  supplemental  bill. 

As  it  stands  now,  however,  the  existing 
law  would  have  to  prevail  as  the  Senator 
from  Florida  understands  it.  I  would  like 
to  read  an  excerpt  from  a  memorandum 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

On  the  basis  of  past  expedience,  about  45 
percent  of  the  total  loans  would  have  to  be 
direct  loans,  because  they  would  be  made 
by  public  bodies  which  issue  tax-exempt 
bonds.  The  department  has  recommended 
legislation,  S.  144,  which  is  pending  before 
the  Finance  Committee  which  would  make 
the  interest  income  to  an  investor  for  in¬ 
sured  loans  by  the  FHA  subject  to  taxation. 

Similar  legislation,  H.R.  15979,  was  reported 
by  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
and  passed  by  the  House  on  Monday,  July  6, 
1970. 

The  situation  is  simply  this,  and  we 
might  as  well  recognize  it.  There  is  strong 
objection  from  the  Treasury  Department, 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
from  the  administration  to  providing 
large  additional  sums  for  direct  loans  to 
municipalities  that  issue  tax-exempt  se¬ 
curities  when  the  Federal  Government 
has  to  pay  the  high  interest  rates  that 
they  must  pay  under  existing  conditions 
for  its  money. 


It  does  not  make  sense  to  borrow  at 
high  rates  of  interest  and  then  to  lend 
to  municipalities  on  a  tax-exempt  basis. 

The  Government  itself  is  recommend¬ 
ing  a  change  in  that  law  relating  to  these 
tax-exempt  loans.  When  that  legislation 
is  passed,  as  I  assume  it  will  be,  it  seems 
to  me  that  would  be  an  appropriate  time 
to  consider  a  large  increase  such  as  sug¬ 
gested  in  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

If  we  increase  the  amount,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  now  proposes,  by 
such  a  huge  amount  on  the  direct  loans, 
which  would  not  be  made  because  of  the 
tax-exempt  feature,  it  would  be  both  a 
futile  act  and  would  be  an  act  which 
would  greatly  increase  the  amount  of  the 
bill.  I  think  it  would  make  the  bill  even 
more  difficult  of  proper  consideration 
both  before  the  Senate  and  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee. 

The  first  part  of  our  suggested  modi¬ 
fication  would  reduce  the  $355  million 
in  the  Senator’s  amendment  to  $123  mil¬ 
lion  and  would  itself  mean  a  $40  million 
increase  in  the  Senate  and  House  bills 
and  about  an  $80  million  increase  in  the 
budget  amount. 

It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  just  as  far 
as  we  can  go. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  what  the  Senator  from  Florida 
has  said.  We  are  in  a  tight  budget  situa¬ 
tion.  We  are  attempting  to  cope  with  in¬ 
flation  and  to  hold  spending  down. 

Mr.  President^  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  a  self-defeating  way  to  try  to  hold 
down  expenses.  Last  year  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  development  and  planning 
grants  or  direct  loans  were  higher  than 
the  budget  figure  for  this  year.  The  fig¬ 
ure  we  are  dealing  with  in  the  committee 
bill  is  $78  million  for  direct  loans.  I  am 
proposing  to  increase  it  to  $350  million. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  mentioned 
that  local  communities  can  float  tax- 
exempt  bonds.  We  are  talking  about  little 
communities,  communities  with  less  than 
5,500  people.  They  do  not  have  very  many 
assets.  They  do  not  have,  in  many  cases, 
the  ability  to  float  bonds,  tax  exempt  or 
otherwise. 

In  many  instances,  they  are  within 
the  debt  ceiling  provided  by  State  law. 
They  are  striving  to  provide  water  and 
sewage  facilities  to  attract  or  to  hold 
industry.  Many  of  them  have  no  sewage 
facilities  at  all. 

We  are  dealing  here  with  a  critical 
matter.  If  they  cannot  provide  adequate 
water  and  sewage  facilities,  they  will 
lose  more  people.  They  will  lose  more  of 
their  tax  base.  And  those  people  will  pour 
into  the  cities  that  are  inadequately  pre¬ 
pared  to  deal  with  migrants. 

The  direct  loan  program  is  a  way  to 
assist  these  communities.  It  supplements 
the  grants  that  are  made  available.  It 
is  an  intelligent  way  to  reinforce  the  re¬ 
sources  of  a  small  community  so  that  it 
can  help  itself  increase  its  tax  base,  at¬ 
tract  new  industry,  increase  its  popu¬ 
lation,  and  thereby  increase  the  revenue 
available  to  meet  its  other  problems. 

$350  million  may  sound  like  a  huge 
increase  over  the  $78  million  direct  loan 
authority  in  the  committee  bill.  But  the 
$350  million  is  about  half  of  the  needs 
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of  the  State  of  Mississippi  alone  for  rural 
water  and  sewerage  projects.  It  is  a  very 
small  sum.  I  think  it  is  regrettable  that 
the  budget  proposed  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  actually  cut  in  half  the  amount  of 
money  available  for  direct  loans. 

Both  the  House  and  the  Senate  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  moving  to  correct  that  fig¬ 
ure  and  to  increase  it  at  least  to  the  level 
of  last  year. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  indefensible, 
when  we  are  talking  about  cleaning  up 
the  water  in  this  country,  to  cut  the 
budget  in  half.  The  figure  I  have  pro¬ 
posed  is  inadequate.  I  proposed  it  be¬ 
cause  I  think  it  at  least  would  begin  to 
move  this  country  forward  so  that  we 
could  make  some  progress  in  construct¬ 
ing  these  projects  rather  than  falling 
farther  backward. 

What  I  propose  will  be  of  direct  con¬ 
sequence  to  every  State  in  the  Union.  It 
will  permit  the  small  community  of  less 
than  5,500  to  have  a  combination  of  di¬ 
rect  grants  and  direct  loans  together 
with  the  money  provided  by  both  State 
and  local  money  to  make  good  on  these 
projects. 

As  I  mentioned,  the  cost  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  facilities  in  New  York 
State  has  been  going  up  at  the  rate  of  12 
percent  a  year. 

It  may  not  be  going  up  quite  that  fast 
in  some  of  the  other  States.  But  we  all 
know  that  construction  costs  are  increas¬ 
ing  at  a  fantastic  rate. 

If  we  defer  action  on  this  matter  now, 
costs  will  be  significantly  higher.  More 
importantly,  however,  than  talking  about 
this  in  terms  of  dollars  and  cents,  we 
must  address  ourselves  to  the  total  im¬ 
pact  program  delay  will  have  upon  the 
small  communities. 

They  are  frequently  the  forgotten 
people.  We  are  all  deeply  concerned 
about  the  urban  problems.  We  see  people 
mashed  together  with  inadequate  hous¬ 
ing  and  with  environmental  problems 
and  transportation  problems  and  poverty 
problems.  In  the  rural  areas  the  same 
problems  exist  but  they  are  less  visible. 
The  people  are  inured  in  many  cases. 
They  carry  on  with  sacrifice  and  suffer¬ 
ing  and  try  to  earn  enough  to  get  along 
They  organize  through  their  chambers 
of  commerce  or  other  groups  and  try  to 
attract  industry.  They  try  to  save  the 
communities  in  which  many  of  them  are 
born  and  raised  so  that  they  can  cope 
with  the  problems  of  1970.  They  cannot 
do  it  alone.  They  need  the  extra  help. 
That  was  the  original  basis  for  the  spe¬ 
cial  program  to  provide  direct  grants  and 
loans  for  communities  of  less  than  5,500 
population. 

I  would  urge  Senators  to  agree  to  the 
$350  million  level  I  have  proposed  and 
reject  the  substitute  of  $123  million.  We 
all  know  this  is  going  to  conference  and 
we  all  know  that  in  the  normal  course  of 
events  the  figures  quite  likely  will  be  re¬ 
duced  to  the  Senate  committee  level.  I 
think  we  should  start  at  a  figure  that  is 
somewhere  at  least  adequate  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Hopefully,  the  conferees  can  prevail 
in  maintaining  a  high  figure  in  both  the 
development  and  planning  grant  section, 
and  in  the  direct  loan  section. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  substitute. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  .  The  yeas  and  nays  are 
requested. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  On  which  one? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  The  only  one  pending. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  are  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  very  clear  for  the  Record  what 
this  committee  has  done.  This  goes  to  the 
second  part  of  the  amendment.  Last  year 
the  budget  recommended  $24  million 
for  the  grants  for  the  small  rural  com¬ 
munities  to  plan  their  water  and  waste 
disposal  activities.  We  raised  that 
amount  to  $46  million,  although  that 
was  only  recently  released  for  use  as  the 
Senator  from  New  York  stated.  That 
does  not  sound  like  we  were  trying  to  be 
niggardly  in  helping  the  small  com¬ 
munities.  This  year  they  came  forward 
with  a  budget  estimate  of  $24  million. 
The  House  raised  that  to  $100  million, 
and  we  included  $60  million  in  the  Senate 
bffl. 

But  we  are  suggesting  in  the  second 
part  of  our  substitute  amendment  to  fol¬ 
low  the  exact  course  laid  down  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  in  his  amend¬ 
ment  because  we  think  these  planning 
grants,  are  ready  to  move  ahead  and  are 
very  appropriate  and  we  are  willing  to 
go  that  far. 

Now,  let  us  look  at  the  other  part. 
When  it  comes  to  the  direct  loan  account, 
this  year  the  budget  request  was  $40.5 
million.  The  House  provided  $78  million 
and  in  the  Senate  bill  there  was  the  same 
amount  of  $78  million  for  these  soil  and 
water  loans.  The  budget  request  for  farm 
ownership  loans  was  $5  million,  the  same 
amount  was  in  the  House  and  the  Senate 
bills,  making  a  total  of  $83  million.  This 
is  the  figure  sought  to  be  changed  both 
in  the  substitute  amendment  now  pend¬ 
ing  and  in  the  first  part  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

We  are  adding  to  that  $83  million  an 
additional  $40  million,  making  a  total  of 
$123  million  for  these  direct  loans. 

I  must  say  this  is  against  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  administration  and 
against  the  recommendation  of  the 
Treasury  and  against  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Department.  But  in  the 
meantime  the  Department  has  approved 
new  legislation  which  would  permit 
these  loans  under  more  favorable  con¬ 
ditions  to  the  small  communities.  If  that 
legislation  passes  they  will  come  back 
for  larger  amounts  in  the  supplemen¬ 
tal  bill,  if  that  seems  desirable. 

However,  the  law  being  as  it  is  now, 
and  the  Department  of  the  Treasury 
having  the  same  attitude  it  now  has,  to 
raise  the  total  now  by  $309.5  million  over 
the  budget,  or  by  $272  million  over  the 
Senate  figure,  I  think  would  be  very  im¬ 
proper  and  I  do  not  think  it  would  get  us 
anywhere  because  of  the  attitude  of  both 
the  Treasury  and  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture. 

I  think  we  are  more  apt  to  get  loans 
made  in  most  distress  cases  if  we  raised 
it  to  $123  million  rather  than  $355  mil¬ 
lion.  It  is  for  that  reason  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  and  I  have  offered  the 
substitute  for  the  first  part  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  every¬ 


thing  the  Senator  from  Florida  said  in 
terms  of  the  figures  is  obviously  accurate. 
I  respect  what  he  has  said.  In  effect  he 
is  saying  the  administration  has  frozen 
funds  in  the  past  year  for  direct  loans, 
and  frozen  funds  for  grants;  those  funds 
for  grants  were  ultimately  unfrozen.  The 
administration  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  requested  this  year  we  cut  direct 
loan  funds  in  half.  This  committee  has 
responded  responsibly  by  refusing  to  do 
so  and  by  keeping  it  at  the  level  of  last 
year. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  cannot  control 
what  the  Executive  does.  If  we  appro¬ 
priate  the  money  and  the  executive 
branch  freezes  the  money,  all  we  can  do 
is  put  pressure  on  them  and  urge  them  to 
release  the  funds  that  are  so  desperately 
needed.  This  pressure  was  applied  re¬ 
cently  with  the  fiscal  1970  development 
grants — direct  loans.  My  colleagues  and 
I  were  successful  in  urging  the  President 
to  release  $18  million  in  grants. 

But,  I  think  it  is  time  that  Congress 
made  it  unmistakably  clear  that  wTe  re¬ 
cognize  the  proportions  of  the  problem 
and  that  we  are  willing  to  provide  the 
money  necessary  to  solve  the  problem. 
As  I  said  in  my  opening  remarks,  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  has  es¬ 
timated  the  need  in  this  area  at  $11,283 
billion.  This  is  for  the  construction  of 
sewer  and  water  facilities  in  communi¬ 
ties  with  less  than  5,500  population,  the 
rural  communities.  With  a  need  of 
$11,283  billion,  if  we  spend  today  at  the 
rate  of  $400  million  a  year  it  will  take  us 
28  years  to  meet  this  need.  If  we  ap¬ 
proved  $20  million  in  grants  and  $40 
million  in  direct  loans,  as  proposed  in  the 
budget,  a  total  of  $60  million  a  year,  it 
would  take  us  188  years  to  clear  up  our 
water.  These  projections  are  just  for  the 
communities  with  a  population  of  5,500 
or  less. 

Mr.  President,  that  would  give  us  the 
opportunity  to  celebrate  “America  the 
Beautiful,”  on  July  4  in  the  year  2176 — 
our  400th  anniversary 

I  am  proposing  a  significant  increase. 
It  is  not  enough.  But  certainly  it  is  jus¬ 
tified  to  move  to  this  level  now  and  let 
the  administration  know  that  we  under¬ 
stand  this  need;  and  those  in  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  who  keep  cutting  this  pro¬ 
gram  back  should  take  heed  of  the  will 
of  Congress. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me. 

I  am  largely  with  him  on  virtually 
everything  he  said.  I  commend  him  for 
the  frank  and  effective  way  he  has  han¬ 
dled  himself  with  reference  to  these  kinds 
of  loans. 

As  a  member  of  the  subcommittee  from 
which  this  bill  came,  I  have  shown  an 
interest  in  the  program  reflected  in  this 
amendment  for  several  years.  I  have  been 
disappointed  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  that  they  have  not  given  more  at¬ 
tention  to  realizing  the  need.  I  think  the 
logjam  has  already  broken.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  had  much  to  do  with  it. 
As  a  practical  matter  I  favor  the  pro¬ 
gram.  It  has  been  very  helpful  to  my 
State  and  other  States  similarly  situated. 
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But  we  are  up  against  the  proposition 
in  conference  where  we  will  be  opposed 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  by  the 
Treasury,  and  with  the  innumerable 
items  in  the  bill  there  has  to  be  some 
give  and  take;  and  I,  with  reluctance,  of¬ 
fer  this  suggestion  or  observation  to  the 
Senator. 

I  really  believe  cnat  if  the  Senator  will 
take  this  $123  million  now  and  nail  it 
down  by  the  Senate  having  passed  on  it 
and  agreed  to  it,  and  the  committee 
sponsoring  it,  and  also  this  $60  million 
up  to  $100  million,  as  a  practical  mat¬ 
ter — I  believe  the  end  result  will  be  bet¬ 
ter  and  it  will  leave  those  of  us  who  wish 
to  help  our  constituents  meet  their  needs. 
There  will  be  a  better  possibility  of  get¬ 
ting  the  money  released. 

That  is  what  counts.  We  have  to  get 
the  money  used.  I  think  it  would  be  a 
victory  for  the  cause  the  Senator  so 
ably  represents  if  he  could,  with  reluc¬ 
tance,  and  unhappily,  agree  here  with 
what  the  Senator  representing  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  proposed. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  yield?  The  Senator  from  New 
York  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  yielded 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  in  conference  will  be 
infinitely  improved  if  we  follow  the 
route  the  Senator  has  suggested.  If  we 
are  looking,  not  to  the  figure  named,  but 
to  the  figure  which  will  be  utilized  in 
good  time,  it  will  be  much  better.  Mean¬ 
while,  if  we  have  any  excess  energies,  we 
could  devote  them  to  passage  of  the  leg¬ 
islation  which  would  reduce  the  number 
of  direct  loans  and  increase  the  number 
of  insured  loans.  I  fear  the  outcome  of 
the  conference  if  we  walked  into  the  con¬ 
ference  room  with  a  figure  such  as  that 
which  the  Senator  from  New  York  ad¬ 
vocates.  I  know  he  has  a  sense  of  urgency 
in  this  matter.  I  know  there  is  an  unful¬ 
filled  need  and  that  the  need  is  vital. 
However,  to  make  progress  toward  ful¬ 
filling  the  need,  we  ought  to  be  practical 
and  get  what  we  can,  rather  than  name 
some  figure  which  will  have  very  little 
meaning  when  we  approach  the  final 
stages  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  what  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  has  said  and  what  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  suggested. 
I  recognize  that  we  face  a  realistic  sit¬ 
uation  here  and  that  the  administration 
an  1  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  pass  di¬ 
rectly  on  such  funds  and  insured  loan 
funds.  I  recognize  that  we  are  dealing 
with  a  large  amount  of  money,  but  it  is 
a  small  amount  of  money  compared  with 
the  need. 

Nobody  has  denied  the  needs  I  have 
outlined  or  the  amount  of  money  needed 
to  clean  up  the  waters  for  places  with 
a  population  of  55,000  or  less.  It  is  in¬ 
credible  that  we  are  talking  about  $40 
million  or  $75  million  a  year.  As  I  indi¬ 
cated,  if  the  appropriated  figure  remains 
at  the  level  of  $60  million,  it  will  be  188 
years  before  we  clean  up  the  waters. 
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I  want  us  to  be  just  as  responsible  as 
we  possibly  can  in  this  body  and  in  the 
Congress  about  spending  money.  The 
Farmers  Home  Administration  has  made 
it  abundantly  clear  that  it  can  spend 
more  in  the  next  fiscal  year  than  the 
amount  I  am  proposing.  The  agency  is 
spending  it  to  help  small  communities 
that  are  going  down  hill,  that  are  losing 
their  population  and  their  industry.  One 
of  the  major  reasons  why  they  are  losing 
them  in  many  cases  is  that  they  cannot 
build  the  facilities  to  take  care  of  indus¬ 
try  and  people.  So  we  have  a  downward 
spiral  in  the  economy,  the  fiscal  re¬ 
sources,  and  the  human  resources  in 
those  communities. 

I  cannot  understand  why  we  should  go 
to  a  figure  of  $123  million  here  in  the 
Senate  when  the  House  figure  is  $74 
million.  That  means  we  will  probably 
round  the  figure  out  at  about  $100  mil¬ 
lion,  when  the  absolute  minimum  is  $400 
million  a  year.  If  the  Senate  conferees 
go  to  conference  with  a  figure  of  $350 
million,  they  will  be  in  a  position  to 
negotiate  a  higher  figure  in  conference. 

I  recognize  that  the  Senate  conferees 
will  have  to  yield  to  the  will  of  the  House 
and  the  House  conferees  to  a  degree,  but 
I  think  if  they  go  into  conference  with 
a  figure  of  $350  million,  it  will  allow  us 
to  get  a  little  closer  to  the  amount  that 
is  needed. 

I  do  not  think  we  should  make  a  deci¬ 
sion  in  this  body  based  on  what  the  other 
body  will  do  or  has  done.  I  do  not  think 
we  should  make  a  decision  here  just  on 
the  basis  of  the  administration’s  budget 
figures.  We  know  this  administration 
faces  a  desperate  budget  situation.  We 
know  the  administration  is  trying  to  hold 
down  its  expenditures  in  a  responsible 
way.  But  we  know  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  makes  many  decisions  at  the 
lower  level,  which  do  not  come  to  the 
attention  of  the  President,  or  even  the 
Secretary,  in  many  cases.  We  have  an 
independent  responsibility,  when  there 
is  a  sincere  striving  to  cut  down  on  ex¬ 
penditures,  and  when  they  are  cut  down 
to  the  bone  or  into  the  bone,  to  increase 
those  expenditures.  I  hope  we  will  exer¬ 


cise  that  independent  responsibility  here 
today  and  move  to  provide  funds  which 
everybody  concedes  are  barely  minimal 
to  the  needs  involved. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
substitute  amendment  would  change  the 
amount  of  $355  million  to  $123  million, 
which  is  $40  million  more  than  the  com¬ 
mittee  amount  and  $77.5  million  more 
than  the  budget  amount.  We  think  it 
will  get  us  more  practical  results  by 
way  of  actual  willingness  to  make  loans 
on  tax  exempt  securities  than  if  we  put 
in  this  huge  amount  which  would  have 
such  heavy  opposition  from  both  the 
Treasury  and  the  administration. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  it  seems  to 
me  in  the  present  instance  we  have  a 
good  example  of  the  need  for  greater 
cooperation  between  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  of  Government. 

I  was  somewhat  distressed  when  Con¬ 
gress  directed  the  President  to  spend  all 
the  money  appropriated  for  the  hospital 
building  program  for  the  coming  year 
within  a  specified  time.  I  did  not  think 
we  had  any  right  to  do  that,  although 
supporting  the  less  damaging  course,  I 
voted  to  override  the  President’s  veto.  On 
the  other  hand,  I  do  not  believe  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  is  treating  the  country 
quite  fairly  when  it  withholds  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  Congress  for  certain 
worthwhile  purposes  and  programs  in 
effect  sets  aside  an  act  of  Congress.  This, 
of  course,  is  done  through  the  budget. 
In  this  present  instance  the  proposal  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York  will  have 
two  hurdles  to  run,  one  the  meeting  of 
the  conference  committee  and  the  other 
the  hurdle  of  having  the  budget  refuse 
to  release  the  money  even  if  it  is  appro¬ 
priated. 

So  I  say,  with  the  national  economy  as 
it  is  today,  it  is  time  for  a  much  better 
understanding  and  more  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  of  the  Government.  Otherwise, 
both  branches  are  headed,  I  fear,  for 
rather  distressing  times. 

Homebuilding  has  been  off  something 
like  30  percent  in  my  State  from  what  it 
was  a  year  ago.  All  prices  and  costs  are 


higher.  So,  Mr.  President,  when  we  speak 
of  unifying  the  country — and  there  are 
many  people  who  insist  that  we  unify  the 
country  even  with  a  broadaxe,  if  neces¬ 
sary — we  had  better  think  of  unifying 
all  the  three  branches  of  Government  to 
a  better  basis  than  they  are  on  today. 

I  realize  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  would  be  a  very 
popular  one,  and  would  probably  pass; 
but  that  is  no  assurance  that  the  money 
would  ever  be  spent.  And  if  we  do  not 
start  having  better  cooperation  between 
the  legislative  and  executive  branches  of 
the  Government,  I  fear  that  we  are  in 
for  very  serious  trouble,  not  only  to  our 
economy  and  our  security  but  to  our 
social  life  as  well. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  support  the  Senator  from  New  York 
in  his  efforts  to  increase  funding  for  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  water  and 
waste  disposal  facilities  program.  He  has 
expressed  himself  well  as  to  the  needs  for 
this  increase  nationwide.  We  must 
remember  that  in  communities  with 
fewer  than  5,500  people,  less  than  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  households  have  incomes 
above  $10,000.  Even  more  revealing  is 
the  fact  that  42  percent  of  the  households 
have  incomes  under  $5,000. 

I  would  like  to  concentrate  my  re¬ 
marks,  Mr.  President,  on  the  current 
situation  in  Oregon.  In  my  State  $135,- 
000,000  is  needed  to  finance  rural  water 
and  sewer  facilities.  Unfortunately,  es¬ 
timates  indicate  this  figure  may  increase 
by  12  percent  each  year  as  a  result  of 
inflation  unless  steps  are  taken  to  cor¬ 
rect  it. 

At  this  point  in  the  Record,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
publication  be  reprinted  in  the  Record 
from  Oregon’s  Department  of  Environ¬ 
mental  Quality  entitled  “An  Estimate 
of  Major  Sewage  Needs  in  Oregon,” 
March  1970,  which  details  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  needs  for  89  Oregon  projects.  Ex¬ 
amination  of  this  list  indicates  many 
projects  located  in  small  communities. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY— AN  ESTIMATE  OF  MAJOR  SEWERAGE  NEEDS  IN  OREGON,  MAR.  1,  1970 


Project 


Sewage 

treatment  Collection  Estimated 
works  sewers  total  cost 


Project 


Sewage 

treatment  Collection  Estimated 
works  sewers  total  cost 


Adrian _ _ $30,000  $50,000 

Albany _ _ _ 2,150,000 

Arch  Cape. . - _ _  138,000  182,000 

Arlington _ _ _ : -  200,  000  _ 

Astoria _  4,908,000  ... . . 

Aumsville _ _ _ _ _ _  80,000  220,000 

Aurora _ 50,  000  75,  000 

Barlow . . 85,000  32,000 

Bay  City . 262,  000  338,  000 

Bend . . - . - . .  8,500,000 

Bridal  Veil _ _ -  50,  000  75,  000 

Brookings _ _ _  300,  000  _ 

Bunker  Hill,  S.D. . . . '. -  200,  000  . . . 

Cannon  Beach _  337,000  338,000 

Canyon  City-John  Day _ 250,000  200,000 

Central  Multnomah  County  Ser.  District  No.  5.. . .  9,  000,  000 

Clackamas  County  Ser.  District  No.  1 . . .  6, 685,  000  5, 000,  000 

Clatskanie _ _ — . .  200,000  . . 

Cloverdale . . 127,000  41,000 

Columbia  City. . 100,000  260,000 

Coos  Bay-Empire.. . 700,000  500,000 

Coquille.  _ _ _  250,000  _ _ — 

Eastside  . . . . .  150,000  . . 

Echo . 150,000  200,000 

Eugene-Springfield-Lane  Counties. _ . 10,000,000  15,000,000 

Florence _ _ _  220,000  . . . . . 

Gardiner _  80, 000  50, 000 

Garibaldi _  350,  000  . . 

Gilchrist . . . . .  150,000  . . 

Gladstone . . .  400,  000 


$80, 000 
2, 150,  000 
320,  000 
200,  000 
4, 908,  000 
300,  000 
125,  000 
117,000 
600,  000 
8, 500,  000 
125, 000 
300,  000 
200,  000 
675,  000 
450,  000 
9,  000,  000 
11,685,000 
200, 000 
168.  000 
360, 000 
1,200,  000 
250,  000 
150,  000 
350,  000 
25,  000,  000 
220,  000 
130, 000 
350,  000 
150, 000 
400,  000 


Gleneden _ _ _ _ _ 

Gold  Beach. . . . . 

Grande  Ronde... . . . . 

Grants  Pass . . . . 

Gresham _ 

Hammond _ _ _ _ 

Hood  River . . . . 

lone . . . . . 

Island  City . . . 

Josephine  County  (Redwood) _ 

Lexington _ _ _ 

Long  Creek - - - - - 

Lane  County . . . . . 

Madras _ _ _ 

Manzanita _ _ _ _ 

Mapleton . . . . . 

McNary.. . . . . 

Mitchell _ 

Mosier . . . 

Mount  Vernon . . . . 

Multnomah  County  Cent.  Ser.  District. 

Myrtle  Point . . . 

Netarts-Oceanside  S.  D . — 

North  Bend _ _ 

Nyssa . . . . 

Pacific  City. . . . . 

Pendleton  (Mount  Hebron) _ _ _ 

Philomath... . . . . 

Portland  (S.T.P.).... . . . . 

Portland  (Tryon  Exp.) . . 


$230,  000  $590,  000 

300,  000  _ _ 

60,  000  . 

1, 850,  000  200,  000 

750,000  . . 

250,  000  240,  000 

1,000,000  . . 

50,  000  90,  000 

40,  000  80,  000 

914,000  1,650,000 

100,  000  86,  000 

50,  000  55,  000 

1, 300,  000  300,  000 

206,  000  926,  000 

90,  000  180,  000 

50,  000  50,  000 

150,  000  . . 

50,  000  75,  000 

47,  000  165,  000 

148,  000  250,  000 

9,000,000 

350,  000  . . . 

350,  000  590,  000 

750,  000  665,  000 

250,  000  _ _ 

125,  000  150,  000 

75, 000  100,  000 

507,000  . 

14,609,000  . . 

1,  000,  000  . 


$820,  000 
300,  000 
60,  000 
2,  050,  000 
750,  000 
490,  000 
1,  000,  000 
140, 000 
120, 000 
2, 564,  000 
186, 000 
105,  000 
1,600,  000 
1. 132,  000 
270,  000 
100,  000 
150,  000 
125,  000 
212,000 
398, 000 
9, 000,  000 
350,  000 
940,  000 
1,415,  000 
250, 000 
275,  000 
175,  000 
507, 000 
14,609,  000 
1,  000,  000 
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Project 


Sewage 

treatment  Collection  Estimated 

works  sewers  total  cost 


Port  of  Portland  (airport) — .  $50, 000 

Prairie  City . . . - . ------ 

Rainier . . - - -  300,000 

Redmond - 500,  000 

Richland - 50,  000 

Rockaway . . 125,000 

Rogue  River...- _  120,  000 

St.  Helens _ _ _ -  2, 500, 000 

Salem _  8,  000,  000 

Sandy _  350,  000 

Scotts  Mills . 52,  000 

Seaside.. . - . . .  75,000 

Seneca _ 50,000 

Siletz  _  90,  000 

The  Dalles  S.T.P . . 910,000 

The  Dalles  (Chenowith) . . . . . . . — . 


_  $50, 000 

$35,  000  35, 000 

_  300, 000 

1,000,000  1,500,000 

50,  000  100,  000 

125,000 

135,  000  255,  000 

_ _  2,500,000 

3,000,000  11,000,000 

50,  000  400,  000 

118,000  170,000 

_  75, 000 

60,  000  110,  000 

50,  000  140, 000 

910,000 

830,  000  830,  000 


Project 


Tri-City  S.D. . 

Turner _ 

Umatilla . . . 

Union... . 

Unified  Sewerage  Agency, 

Veneta.. _ _ 

Waldport . 

Wasco . . 

Wheeler . . . 

Wilsonville _ 

Yachats . 

Scappoose _ : . . 

Vernonia . . . 


Sewage 

treatment 

works 

Collection 

sewers 

Estimated 
total  cost 

$407, 000 

$1,274, 000 

$1,681,000 

65,  000 

125, 000 

190,  000 

200,000 

200, 000 

110,  000 

130, 000 

240,  000 

4,315,000  .. 

41,315,000 

100,  000 

100,  000 

200,  000 

50,  000 

250,  000 

75,000  .. 

75,  000 

170,000  . 

170,  000 

400,  000 

100,  000 

500, 000 

218,  000 

530, 000 

748,  000 

637, 000 

633, 000 

1,270,  000 

160,  000 

160,  000 

320, 000 

Total....... . . .  108,832,000  66,483,000  175,315,000 


The  following  projects,  listed  in  order  of 
priority,  are  either  under  construction  or 
soon  will  be  and  30%  federal  grant  funds 
totaling  $8,134,100  are  available  for  them. 
This  exhausts  the  federal  funds  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970.  An  addi¬ 
tional  $7  million  of  30%  federal  grant  funds 
were  requested. 

Halsey,  Oakland,  Odell  S.D.,  Ontario,  War- 
renton,  Bandon,  Moro,  Nehalem,  Troutdale, 
Oak  Lodge  S.D.,  Wallowa,  N.  Roseburg  S.D., 
Paisley,  Parkdale  S.D. 

Brookings,  Merrill,  White  City  S.D.,  Tilla¬ 
mook,  Lebanon,  North  Powder,  Wheeler,  Dun¬ 
dee,  Lake  Oswego,  Veneta,  Gresham,  Medford, 
(West)  Salem,  Cannon  Beach. 

McMinnville,  Bend,  Eugene,  Clackamas 
County,  Troutdale  (Beaver  Cr.) ,  Pendleton, 
Portland  Rivergate,  Klamath  Falls,  Creswell, 
Newberg,  West  Linn,  Hines,  Portland  Front, 
*Bear  Creek  Valley  S.A. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in  May 
1970,  Oregon  voters  went  to  the  polls 
and  approved  a  constitutional  amend¬ 
ment  to  help  fight  air  and  water  pollu¬ 
tion.  The  day  after  the  election,  I  issued 
a  statement  commending  my  fellow  Ore¬ 
gonians  for  digging  into  their  pockets  to 
finance  this  project  during  a  period  of 
severe  economic  straits.  I  will  not  repeat 
what  my  colleagues  today  have  heard 
me  say  so  often  regarding  the  stagnation 
in  Oregon’s  lumber  and  forest  products 
industry  caused  by  high  interest  rates 
and  war-swollen  inflationary  pressures. 
In  my  statement  I  told  Oregonians  I 
would  fight  to  see  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  increased  its  spending  in  this 
area. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  have  re¬ 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  an  article  written  before  the 
election  entitled  “Financing  Pollution 
Control  Facilities — Oregon  Constitution¬ 
al  Amendment,”  which  gives  an  idea  why 
my  State  felt  this  action  was  necessary : 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows : 

Financing  Pollution  Control  Facilities 

Oregon’s  Constitutional  Amendment 
(By  Kathleen  Beaufait,  Member,  Oregon 

State  Bar,  Salem,  Oreg.,  and  Jack  G.  Col¬ 
lins,  Member,  Oregon  State  Bar,  Portland, 

Oreg.1) 

The  people  of  Oregon  will  be  presented  at 
the  May  26,  1970,  primary  election  with  a 
proposed  constitutional  amendment  which 


*  The  Bear  Creek  Valley  project  will  receive 
a  partial  federal  grant  this  year.  The  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  grant  will  be  from  federal  funds 
available  for  the  fiscal  year  commencing  July 
1,  1970. 

1  The  authors  participated  in  the  drafting 
of  this  constitutional  amendment  and  its 
enabling  legislation. 


is  intended  to  significantly  improve  local 
government  efforts  to  control  pollution.2 * 4 
This  amendment  will  be  Measure  No.  4  on 
the  primary  ballot.  The  amendment  au¬ 
thorizes  sale  of  general  obligation  bonds  by 
the  State  of  Oregon  up  to  1  percent  of  the 
true  cash  value  of  all  taxable  property  in 
the  State — approximately  180  million  dol¬ 
lars  at  present.  The  State  may  then  advance 
the  funds  obtained  from  sale  of  these  bonds 
to  certain  local  government  units  for  par¬ 
ticular  pollution  control  purposes,  or  may 
apply  the  funds  to  purchase  the  bonds  or 
obligations  of  these  local  units  issued  for 
similar  purposes.  The  facilities  for  which 
these  funds  are  advanced  must  be  not  less 
than  70  percent  self-supporting  and  self- 
liquidating  from  revenues,  gifts,  Federal 
grants,  user  charges,  assessments,  and  other 
fees.  Local  units  of  government  receiving 
money  from  the  State  must  repay  not  less 
than  70  precent  of  such  funds  during  a 
period  not  to  exceed  30  years.  The  remaining 
30  percent  will  come  from  the  State  General 
Fund. 

Measure  No.  4  was  placed  on  the  May 
1970  primary  ballot  as  a  result  of  action  by 
the  1969  Legislative  Assembly  which  enacted 
House  Joint  Resolution  14  (HJR  14).  House 
Joint  Resolution  14  was  introduced  and 
sponsored  by  the  House  Committee  on  Nat¬ 
ural  Resources  of  the  1969  Legislative  Assem¬ 
bly.  This  Joint  Resolution  was  sponsored  by 
the  Committee  at  the  request  of  the  Citizens 
Committee  on  Pollution  Legislation.2  The 
1969  Legislative  Assembly  also  enacted  en¬ 
abling  legislation  which  limits,  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  biennium,  the  authority  of  the  State 
to  sell  general  obligation  bonds  to  50  million 
dollars  and  further  limits  the  use  of  such 
funds  to  construction  of  sewage  treatment 
works.* 


2  This  proposed  amendment  is  contained  in 
House  Joint  Resolution  14,  found  at  pages 
1987-1988  of  the  Oregon  Session  Laws  1969. 

8  This  Committee  has  been  referred  to  as 
the  Hardy  Committee — after  its  Chairman, 
Herbert  C.  Hardy,  Member  of  the  Oregon 
State  Bar,  Portland,  Oregon.  The  remaining 
members  of  this  Committee  are:  Grace  B. 
Angerman,  Jack.G.  Collins,  Thomas  C.  Do- 
naca,  Ronald  A.  Findlay,  M.D.,  Irvin  H.  Lui- 
ten,  James  A.  Redden.  i 

F.  F.  (Monte)  Montgomery,  Robert  Moore, 
Margaret  Spang,  Michael  H.  Schmeer,  Glen 
E.  Randall,  Palmer  S.  Torvend. 

This  Committee  was  formed  during  the  fall 
of  1968  at  the  request  of  John  D.  Mosser, 
then  Chairman  of  the  State  Sanitary  Au¬ 
thority.  As  a  result  of  governmental  re-orga¬ 
nization,  the  functions  of  the  State  Sanitary 
Authority  have  been  assumed  by  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Quality  Commission  and  the 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality  of  the 
State  of  Oregon. 

4  See  House  Bill  2060,  codified  as  Chapter 
656,  Oregon  Session  Laws  1969,  page  1622. 
Additional  enabling  legislation  is  found  in 
House  Bill  1174,  codified  as  Chapter  503, 
Oregon  Session  Laws  1969,  page  923. 


This  constitutional  amendment  was  de¬ 
signed  to  solve  certain  particular  problems. 
The  most  important  of  these  is  the  inability 
of  local  units  of  government  to  finance  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  control  of  pollution.  The 
hearings  held  before  the  House  Committee 
on  Natural  Resources  and  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Air  and  Water  Quality  and  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  of  the 
1969  Legislative  Assembly  all  demonstrated 
the  pressing  need  for  the  immediate  con¬ 
struction  of  such  facilities  and  the  inability 
of  local  units  of  government  to  finance 
them.  In  those  instances  in  which  local  units 
of  government  had  been  able  to  obtain  funds 
for  construction  of  pollution  control  facili¬ 
ties,  the  interest  cost  has  been  substantially 
higher  than  similar  costs  upon  obligations  of 
the  State  of  Oregon. 

There  are  additional  considerations  which 
shaped  the  form  and  content  of  this  con¬ 
stitutional  amednment  At  the  outset  it  was 
apparent  to  the  Citizens  Committee  that  a 
decision  should  be  made  about  the  role  of 
the  State  agency  empowered  to  sell  these 
State  general  obligation  bonds.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  instructed  its  drafters  to  retain  in 
local  government  units  the  initiative  for  ob¬ 
taining  and  administering  funds  provided  by 
this  amendment.  Operation,  construction, 
and  ownership  of  pollution  control  facilities 
were  generally  not  to  become  the  direct  func¬ 
tion  of  the  State  Sanitary  Authority  or  its 
successor.  The  State  Sanitary  Authority  or 
its  successor  was  to  be  the  agency  in  charge 
of  obtaining  and  managing  the  fund  created 
by  the  sale  of  State  general  obligation  bonds. 
It  is  only  to  advance  such  funds  to  certain 
local  government  units  for  facilities  which 
“conservatively  appear”  to  be  not  less  than 
70  percent  self-supporting  and  self-liqui¬ 
dating  from  revenues,  gifts,  Federal  grants, 
user  charges,  assessments,  and  other  fees. 
This  amendment  contemplates  that  the 
initiative  in  obtaining  such  State  funds  re¬ 
mains  with  the  local  units  of  government.  It 
is  these  local  units  that  must  satisfy  the 
State  agency  of  the  appropriateness  of  par¬ 
ticular  facilities  and  the  ability  of  a  local 
unit  to  repay  not  less  than  70  percent  of  the 
funds  advanced  by  the  State. 

The  emphasis  which  this  constitutional 
amendment  places  upon  local  government 
units  requires  that  these  local  units  have  a 
full  measure  of  power  to  act  and  obtain 
State  funds  provided  by  the  amendment.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  local  government  units,  including 
home-rule  counties,  are  authorized  to  obtain 
these  funds  notwithstanding  other  constitu¬ 
tional  or  charter  limitations. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
indicated  earlier,  $135,000,000  is  needed 
in  Oregon  today.  Preliminary  1970  Fed¬ 
eral  census  figures  indicate  that  220,826 
Oregonians — 10.7  percent  of  the  popu¬ 
lation — live  in  communities  of  under 
5,500  population.  It  is  for  this  reason, 
therefore,  that  I  give  my  wholehearted 
support  to  increasing  these  much-needed 
funds. 
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Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  comment 
on  the  experience  of  one  small  town  in 
Oregon  and  its  problems  in  this  area. 
I  quote  from  a  letter  to  me  from  Mr. 
Wayne  Richards,  community  develop¬ 
ment  specialist  of  the  Jackson  County 
Community  Action  Council.  That  letter 
states  in  part: 

Representative  Don  Stathos  advised  writing 
to  you  in  regard  to  pollution  of  the  Rogue 
River.  The  City  of  Rogue  River  is  in  the 
embarrassing  position  of  being  partly  respon¬ 
sible  for  polluting  its  famous  namesake.  After 
taking  a  routine  water  sample  for  its  swim¬ 
ming  classes  in  August  of  1969  for  its  swim¬ 
ming  classes.  The  Jackson  County  Parks  and 
Recreation  Department  decided  to  bus  the 
participants  into  Medford,  21  miles  away. 
Evans  Creek,  which  empties  into  the  Rogue 
River  at  the  townsite,  has  been  officially 
posted  as  being  polluted.  The  entire  popula¬ 
tion  of  Rogue  River  (700)  now  uses  septic 
tanks.  Because  they  are  in  such  close  prox¬ 
imity  to  each  other,  several  of  the  businesses 
share  the  same  tank.  Engineering  surveys 
indicate  clay  subsoil  which  is  very  poor  for 
proper  drainage  of  septic  tanks. 

I  call  attention  to  the  following  para¬ 
graph;  for  it  goes  to  the  heart  of  the 
problem : 

The  City  of  Rogue  River  has  repeatedly  at¬ 
tempted  to  bond  itself  and  pay  for  its  sewer 
system.  These  bond  issues  have  been  unsuc¬ 
cessful  because  of  the  excessive  financial 
burden  placed  on  the  tax  payers.  Two  thirds 
of  the  inhabitants  of  Rogue  River  are  over 
age  65  and  living  on  fixed  incomes.  538  social 
security  checks  were  mailed  to  zip  code  97537 
of  which  Rogue  River  is  the  major  part;  these 
checks  averaged  $71.46.  The  last  bond  issue 
presented  before  the  voters  in  November  of 
1966  was  for  $360,000.00 — $30,000.00  of  which 
was  a  Farmers  Home  Administration  Grant. 
That  is  8%  federal  assistance. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  pay  particular 
attention  to  this  section  of  Mr.  Richard’s 
letter : 

Inability  to  pay  is  clearly  as  much  of  a 
problem  here  as  is  the  pollution  of  the  river. 
The  City  of  Rogue  River  is  once  again  pre¬ 
paring  an  application  to  federal  funding 
sources  for  grants  to  help  pay  for  a  sewer 
system.  Is  the  national  concern  about  pol¬ 
lution  genuine?  What  kind  of  support  need 
we  solicit  to  obtain  50%  to  80%  federal  grant 
participation? 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  I  would  note 
that  the  problems  of  Rogue  River,  Oreg., 
are  not  unique.  Similar  statements  could 
be  expressed  by  many  mayors  and 
county  commissioners  in  small  Oregon 
communities.  It  is  for  this  reason,  Mr. 
President,  that  I  urge  passage  of  the 
Goodell  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gold  water)  .  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  substitute  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland) 
for  the  first  part  of  the  amendment  (No. 
759)  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Goodell)  .  On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Is  the  vote  on  the 
Goodell  amendment,  or  on  the  substi¬ 
tute  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  myself? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  the 
Holland  substitute  for  the  first  part  of 


the  Goodell  amendment,  as  the  Chair 
stated.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  There  are  Senators 
who  are  inquiring  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
proposal.  A  “yea”  vote  for  the  substitute 
would  be  a  vote  for  the  $123  million  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  substitute;  a  “nay”  vote 
would  be  a  vote  in  opposition  to  the  $123 
million  and  in  favor  of  the  $355  million 
for  which  the  substitute  figure  was  of¬ 
fered;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As  the 
Chair  understands  it,  a  “yea”  vote  for 
the  Holland  substitute  would  be  for  the 
$123  million;  a  “nay”  vote  would  be 
opposed  to  it.  If  the  nays  prevail,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  My  amendment  pro¬ 
viding  $355  million  would  then  be  in 
order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative) .  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington).  If 
he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  “nay.”  Therefore,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  vote. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son),  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Dodd)  ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Gore)  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  Harris),  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  (Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  McCarthy),  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  , 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Spark¬ 
man),  the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Symington)  ,  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Russell)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel),  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribi- 
coff)  ,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jordan)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  (Mr.  Magnuson)  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Ribicoff)  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  , 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mrs. 
Smith)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Javits)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy)  and  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  ,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt),  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Percy)  and 


the  Senator  from  Maine 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

(Mr.  Smith) 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  (Mr.  Murphy)  is  paired  with  the 

Senator 

from  New  York 

(Mr.  Javits)  . 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 

Senator 

from  New  York  would  vote 

“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  53, 

nays  24, 

as  follows: 

' 

[No.  222  Leg.] 

YEAS— 53 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Packwood 

Allen 

Fong 

Pastore 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Pearson 

Baker 

Griffin 

Pell 

Bellmon 

Gurney 

Prouty 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Hart 

Saxbe 

Boggs 

Holland 

Scott 

Burdick 

Hollings 

Smith,  Ill. 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Spong 

Cannon 

Jordan.  Idaho 

Stennis 

Cotton 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Dole 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

Miller 

Tower 

Eagleton 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

Montoya 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

Moss 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Muskie 

NAYS— 24 

Bayh 

Goodell 

Mansfield 

Brooke 

Hartke 

Mathias 

Byrd,  W.  Va.  Hatfield 

McGovern 

Case 

Hughes 

Metcalf 

Church 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Cooper 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

Long 

Yarborough 

PRESENT  AND  GIVING  A 

LIVE  PAIR,  AS 

PREVIOUSLY  RECORDED— 1 

Randolph,  against. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-22 

Anderson 

Jordan,  N  C. 

Russell 

Cook 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Curtis 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McGee 

Stevens 

Gore 

Mundt 

Symington 

Gravel 

Murphy 

Young,  Ohio 

Harris 

Percy 

Javits 

Ribicoff 

So  Mr.  Holland’s  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  for  the  first  part  of  the  Goodell 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
time  that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
and  I  drew  our  substitute  amendment, 
the  Senate  had  given  consent  to  vote  en 
bloc  on  the  two  original  amendments. 
Later  that  was  changed,  and  a  division 
was  ordered.  It  happens  that  the  second 
part  of  our  substitute  is  exactly  identical 
with  the  second  part  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York.  I  ask 
leave,  therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  and  myself,  to  withdraw 
the  second  part  of  our  amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  thb  right  to  object,  as  I  understood, 
the-Senator’s  substitute  was  adopted. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  first  part. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  first  part. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  what  is  the  rea¬ 
son  now  for  dropping  the  second  part? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
blame  the  Senator  for  being  confused, 
because  I  believe  he  was  not  in  the  Cham- 
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ber  when  the  first  part  of  the  situation 
arose. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  offered 
an  amendment  in  two  parts  and  asked 
that  the  vote  be  en  bloc,  and  consent 
was  given.  The  Senator  from  Nebraska 
and  I  drew  a  substitute  amendment, 
thinking  that  we  were  offering  it  to  one 
that  was  en  bloc.  Later  division  was 
made.  It  happened  that  the  second  part 
of  the  substitute  amendment  was  iden¬ 
tical  with  the  second  part  of  the  original 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  and  there  is  no  point  in  our  con¬ 
tinuing.  It  amounted  to  an  acceptance 
of  the  House  amount  of  $100  million.  I 
will  be  glad  to  withdraw  our  part  of  that. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
was  not  in  the  Chamber  at  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  sec¬ 
ond  amendment  has  never  been  formally 
offered,  so  the  discussion  is  irrelevant. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
understand  the  situation  correctly,  the 
Goodell  amendment,  as  amended,  is  still 
pending,  is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered  on  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  As  amended,  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  $123  million. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No;  $100  million, 

Mr.  GOODELL.  -The  Senator’s  sub¬ 
stitute  to  my  $350  million  was  $123  mil¬ 
lion,  and  that  prevailed,  and  my  amend¬ 
ment,  as  amended,  is  now  pending.  After 
the  completion  of  the  rollcall  vote  on  that 
amendment,  I  shall  offer  the  second 
amendment  for  the  $100  million  in  the 
development  planning  grants,  a  section 
which  I  understand  the  chairman  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  will  accept. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  accept  that,  and  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  defer  either  or  both  rollcall  votes.  If 
the  Senator  would  rather  have  a  rollcall 
vote  on  the  second  part  of  his  amend¬ 
ment,  I  am  willing  for  that  to  be  done. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  We  can  proceed  to  a 
rollcall  vote  now  to  reinforce  the  con¬ 
ferees  in  conference. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  suggest  that  the  roll¬ 
call  vote  on  the  Holland  portion  of  the 
amendment  which  already  has  been 
voted  on  by  rollcall  be  set  aside. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  would  object  to  that. 
To  clarify  the  record,  those  who  voted 
against  this  also  want  to  put  it  on  the 
record  that  they  are  for  the  increase 
in  the  money  of  $123  million  over  the 
committee  recommendation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  .  Objection  is  heard. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first 
part  of  the  Goodell  amendment,  as 
amended. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son)  ,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Dodd)  ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Harris)  ,  the  Senator  from  Washington 


(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  (Mr.  McCarthy)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  , 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel)  ,  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribi- 
coff)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribicoff), 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Spark¬ 
man)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  Symington)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  , 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Murphy)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mrs.  Smith)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits),  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt),  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Murphy)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy)  and  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mrs.  Smith)  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  70, 


nays  7,  as  follows; 

Aiken 
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YEAS— 70 
Fulbright 

Muskle 

Allen 

Goodell 

Nelson 

Allott 

Griffin 

Packwood 

Baker 

Hart 

Pastore 

Bayh 

Hatfield 

Pearson 

Bellmon 

Holland 

Pell 

Bible 

Hollings 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Proxmire 

Brooke 

Hughes 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Saxbe 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jackson 

Schweiker 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Scott 

Cannon 

Kennedy 

Smith.  Ill. 

Case 

Long 

Spong 

Church 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Mathias 

Talmadge 

Cranston 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Dole 

McGovern 

Tower 

Eagleton 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Eastland 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

Miller 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Montoya 

Fong 

Moss 

Bennett 

NAYS— 7 

Goldwater 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

Gurney 

Dominick 

Hansen 

NOT  VOTING— 

23 

Anderson 

Javits 

Ribicoff 

Cook 

Jordan,  N.C, 

Russell 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Gore 

McGee 

Stevens 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Symington 

Harris 

Murphy 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Percy 

So  Mr.  Goodell’s  amendment,  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 


July  8,  1970 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater).  The  question  now  recurs 
on  the  second  part  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  increase  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $60  million  recommended  by 
the  committee  for  development  and 
planning  grants  to  $100  million. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  have  in¬ 
dicated  that  they  are  agreeable  to  ac¬ 
cepting  the  amendment. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  vacate  the 
previous  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  .  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  point  was  probably  not  made  com¬ 
pletely  clear.  The  fact  is  that  the  ac¬ 
tion  would  make  the  amounts  identical 
in  the  House  and  the  Senate  bills.  If 
the  second  part  of  the  amendment  were 
agreed  to,  there  would  be  nothing  to 
take  to  conference.  There  would  really 
be  no  reason  to  have  a  yea  and  nay 
vote  that  I  can  see.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  Senator  from  New  York 
asked  to  vacate  the  order. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  favor  of  the  second  part  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  the  Senator  from  Florida.  I 
was  against  the  first  one  because  it  in¬ 
volved  an  $80-million  increase  in  the 
budget  for  direct  loans  which  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  make  much  sense. 

If  we  can  get  into  an  insured  loan 
program,  we  would  do  far  better  than 
with  direct  loans  under  which  we  would 
be  loaning  money  and  waiting  20  years 
to  get  it  back. 

I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the  sec¬ 
ond  part  of  the  amendment  to  provide 
an  additional  $40  million  for  the  rural 
water  and  waste  disposal  grants. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  as  one 
of  the  seven  Senators  who  voted  against 
the  first  part  of  the  Goodell  amend¬ 
ment  as  amended  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  I  am  not  at  all  averse  to  the 
important  work  being  done  by  the  FHA 
in  my  State  of  Wyoming. 

We  have  a  very  able  administrator 
who  has  succeeded  in  financing  all  of  the 
requests  that  have  been  made  upon  his 
agency  for  help  by  selling  bonds  within 
the  State  of  Wyoming. 

I  think  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Colorado  put  his  finger  precisely 
on  the  situation  that  obtains  in  Wyo¬ 
ming  when  he  says  that  we  can  better 
use  Federal  funds  for  other  purposes. 
By  running  a  good  operation  it  has  been 
possible  to  sell  bonds  adequate  to  finance 
the  FHA  program  in  Wyoming.  It  is  a 
good  program. 

It  was  in  recognition  of  that  fact  that 
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I  joined  him  in  voting  against  the  first 
part  of  the  Goodell  amendment  as 
amended  by  the  substitute  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  .  The  question  recurs  on  the 
second  pact  of  the  Goodell  amendment. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son),  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
(Mr.  Dodd)  ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
(Mr.  Gore)  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  Harris)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
(Mr.  Hartke)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  (Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  McCarthy)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee), 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell),  the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Sparkman)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  (Mr.  Symington)  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel)  ,  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribi- 
coff),  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Washington.  (Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribicoff)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Symington)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis), 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mrs. 
Smith)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis),  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits),  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  ,  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Murphy)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy),  and  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mrs.  Smith)  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  77, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  224  Leg.] 


YEAS— 77 


Aiken 

Cranston 

Hollings 

Allen 

Dole 

Hruska 

Allott 

Dominick 

Hughes 

Baker 

Eagleton 

Inouye 

Bayh 

Eastland 

Jackson 

Bellmon 

Ellender 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Bennett 

Ervin 

•  Kennedy 

Bible 

Fannin 

Long 

Boggs 

Fong 

Mansfield 

Brooke 

Fulbright 

Mathias 

Burdick 

Goldwater 

McClellan 

Byrd,  Va. 

Goodell 

McGovern 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Griffin 

McIntyre 

Cannon 

Gurney 

Metcalf 

Case 

Hansen 

Miller 

Church 

Hart 

Mondale 

Cooper 

Hatfield 

Montoya 

Cotton 

Holland 

Moss 

Muskie 

Randolph 

Thurmond 

Nelson 

Saxbe 

Tower 

Packwood 

Schweiker 

Tydings 

Pastore 

Scott 

Williams,  N.J. 

Pearson 

Smith,  Ill. 

Williams,  Del. 

Pell 

Spong 

Yarborough 

Prouty 

Stennis 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Proxmire 

Talmadge 

NAYS — 0 

NOT  VOTING- 

—23 

Anderson 

Javits 

Ribicoff 

Cook 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Gore 

McGee 

Stevens 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Symington 

Harris 

Murphy 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Percy 

So  the  second  part  of  Mr.  Goodell’s 
amendment  No.  759  was  agreed  to. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Berry,  one  of  its  read¬ 
ing  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  disagreed  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  17548)  making 
appropriations  for  sundry  independent 
executive  bureaus,  boards,  commissions, 
corporations,  agencies,  offices,  and  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes; 
agreed  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  Votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Evins 
of  Tennessee,  Mr.  Boland,  Mr.  Shipley, 
Mr.  Giaimo.  Mr.  Marsh,  Mr.  Pryor  of 
Arkansas,  Mr.  Mahon,  Mr.  Jonas,  Mr. 
Talcott,  Mr.  McDade,  Mr.  Del  Clawson, 
and  Mr.  Bow  were  appointed  managers 
on  the  part  of  the. House  at  the  confer¬ 
ence. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

NEED  FOR  ADEQUATE  FUNDING  OF  AGRICULTURE 
PROGRAMS 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  a  number  of  items  in  the  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill 
for  fiscal  1971  on  which  I  wish  to  com¬ 
ment  and  urge  favorable  action.  Agri¬ 
culture  is  very  important  in  my  State 
of  New  Mexico,  and  I  am  convinced  that 
a  healthy  agricultural  sector  of  the  econ¬ 
omy  is  directly  linked  to  the  prosper¬ 
ity  and  well-being  of  the  Nation  as  a 
whole.  We  must  be  sure  that  we  provide 
adequate  levels  of  financing  for  farm 
programs. 

The  ACP,  or  agricultural  conservation 
program,  should  be  given  increasing 
priority  as  the  Nation  mobilizes  its  re¬ 
sources  to  improve  the  quality  of  our 
physical  environment.  The  funds  ex¬ 
pended  for  ACP  practices  return  to  the 
Nation  the  greatest  possible  conserva¬ 
tion  and  pollution-abatement  benefits. 
While  this  program  provides  a  proven 
means  of  meeting  local  conservation 
needs  as  determined  locally,  it  has  prov¬ 
en  to  be  far  more  comprehensive  and 


effective  than  other  approaches  adopted 
in  recent  years. 

In  New  Mexico,  $2.1  million  was  spent 
for  agricultural  conservation  programs 
in  1969,  and  it  is  estimated  that  $2.26 
million  will  be  spent  in  1970. 

It  is  ironical  that,  just  as  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  preserving  our  natural  resources 
and  environment  is  becoming  fully  rec¬ 
ognized,  the  President  proposed  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  all  funds  for  1970  and  1971 
for  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  The  Congress,  however,  has  had 
the  wisdom  to  retain  an  adequate  level  of 
funding  for  the  ACP.  For  fiscal  1971,  the 
House  appropriated  $195.5  million,  and 
your  Senate  committee  recommended 
$190  million.  I  would  hope  that  the 
Senate  will  approve  a  level  of  funding 
essentially  consistent  with  these  amounts 
in  the  pending  bill. 

Amounts  due  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  are  legal  commit¬ 
ments,  and  funds  must  be  provided.  Con¬ 
tracts  between  individual  farmers  and 
the  Government  are  entered  into  under 
the  program  announced  the  previous 
year.  Nevertheless,  $10.5  million  of  the 
amount  provided  by  the  Congress  for  the 
fiscal  1970  program  was  held  in  reserve 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  would 
like  to  state  for  the  record  at  this  time 
that  the  President  must  allocate  the 
full  amount  appropriated  by  Congress 
for  this  worthwhile  program.  There 
should  be  no  impounding  of  funds  as  oc¬ 
curred  this  past  year,  particularly  for  a 
program  such  as  this  that  conserves  our 
precious  land  and  water  resources. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  urged  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Agricultural  Appropria¬ 
tions  to  provide  adequate  funding  and 
personnel  for  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  the  operations  of  which  are 
closely  related  to  the  ACP.  The  SCS 
provides  technical  advice  to  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program — thus  con¬ 
tributing  in  an  essential  way  to  the  prac¬ 
tices  and  programs  that  are  so  vital  to 
the  improvement  of  our  natural  environ¬ 
ment. 

I  am  concerned  that  the  SCS  staff  is 
far  below  what  is  needed  to  adequately 
serve  the  workload  with  which  it  is  faced. 
In  fact  recent  estimates  by  the  conserva¬ 
tion  district  officials  indicate  that  2,325 
additional  man-years  are  needed  an¬ 
nually  to  meet  present  needs.  Instead, 
we  have  in  recent  years  reduced  the  SCS 
work  force.  In  the  1969  fiscal  year,  a  total 
of  10,424  man-years  were  available  to 
provide  technical  assistance  under  the 
conservation  operations  program.  This 
represents  a  reduction  of  more  than  1,000 
man-years  during  the  past  10  years. 

New  Mexico  has  shared  in  this  loss  of 
staff.  In  1959,  we  had  291  budget  posi¬ 
tions  in  SCS.  The  personnel  ceiling  for 
SCS  in  New  Mexico  for  June  30,  1970, 
is  set  at  257.  And  this  is  on  top  of  the  fact 
that  during  this  period  new  and  import¬ 
ant  programs  and  responsibilities  have 
been  added  placing  additional  demands 
on  fewer  people.  We  must  reverse  this 
trend.  Our  SCS  personnel  are  dedicated 
and  efficient  workers,  but  there  are  lim¬ 
its  to  what  they  can  do.  It  is  time  we 
recognized  that  it  takes  people  to  get 
a  job  done. 

The  work  of  the  SCS  is  essential  to 
New  Mexico  and  vital  to  the  future  of  the 
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Nation.  Let  us  continue  to  provide  the 
funds  and  pei'sonnel  to  allow  this  work 
to  go  forward. 

Wastershed  planning  is  anther  area 
that  concerns  me.  In  New  Mexico  more 
than  40  communities  have  applied  and 
are  are  waiting  for  assistance  to  prepare 
watershed  work  plans.  They  recognize  in 
many  cases  a  plan  to  eliminate  serious 
flood  hazards  and  restore  their  upstream 
watersheds  is  essential  to  their  economic 
growth  and  welfare.  Nationally  there 
were  2,866  watershed  applications  on 
hand  on  February  1,  1970.  A  total  of 
1,551  had  been  authorized  for  planning. 
That  left  1,315  still  waiting  for  Federal 
help  in  planning.  This  gap  is  too  wide 
and  it  is  increasing.  We  must  provide 
the  funds  necessary  for  steady  progress 
in  the  Nation’s  watershed  planning. 

Another  area  of  concern — lending  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration — will  directly  benefit  all 
of  rural  America  and  indirectly  benefit 
our  urban  people. 

The  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  after  a  most  careful  scrutiny  saw  fit 
to  provide  $352  million  in  REA’s  obliga- 
tional  authority  during  the  1971  fiscal 
year.  This  is  $30  million  more  than  was 
requested  by  the  administration  in  its 
budget  request.  The  additional  along 
with  the  $23  million  in  carryover  funds — 
$20  million  of  which  we  made  available 
last  year  but  the  Budget  Bureau  with¬ 
held  from  use — makes  possible  a  $375 
million  electric  loan  program  for  the 
1971  fiscal  year. 

As  you  recall,  the  House  this  year  ap¬ 
proved  a  $322  million  electric  loan  pro¬ 
gram.  What  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  recommends,  and  what  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  we  will  approve,  is  a  small 
additional  amount  which  will  help  al¬ 
leviate  the  very  real  need  for  low-cost 
capital  in  the  thinly  populated  portions 
of  our  Nation.  The  committee’s  report 
points  out  that — 

In  view  of  the  large  backlog  of  unserv- 
iced  loan  applications  ...  a  modest  in¬ 
crease  of  $30  million  is  the  additional 
amount  that  should  be  made  available  dur¬ 
ing  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

We  all  know  of  the  increasing  demands 
for  electrical  power.  REA  has  on  hand  the 
largest  unserviced  backlog  of  loan  appli¬ 
cations  in  its  history.  The  backlog  of  ap¬ 
plications  was  recently  estimated  at  just 
under  $433  million,  of  which  $4  million 
is  for  New  Mexico.  Total  applications  to 
be  considered  by  REA  during  the  1971 
fiscal  year  are  forecast  at  close  to  $900 
million,  of  which  over  $12  million  is  for 
New  Mexico.  The  State  of  New  Mexico 
has  17  rural  electric  cooperatives. 

I  do  not  need  to  catalog  for  you  the 
amazing  success  story  that  we  have  in 
rural  electrification.  We  all  know  its 
blessings.  Moreover,  we  have  an  encour¬ 
aging  prospect  in  the  efforts  of  the  rural 
electric  systems  to  provide  supplemen¬ 
tary  financing  of  their  own  to  All  some  of 
the  gap  which  results  from  increasing 
rural  power  needs  and  the  increasing  cost 
of  power  facilities  due  to  inflation  in  the 
Nation’s  economy.  The  committee  has 
taken  into  account  the  formation  of  the 
National  Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation — a  new  credit  institu¬ 


tion  in  the  private  sector  wholly  owned 
by  the  rural  electric  systems,  which  are 
in  turn  locally  owned  by  some  6  million 
rural  consumers  served  by  these  systems. 
A  vote  by  the  Senate  in  support  of  the 
committee’s  recommendations  will  also 
be  a  vote  of  encouragement  to  the  rural 
electric  effort  to  seek  supplementary  fi¬ 
nancing  outside  the  Government.  In  light 
of  current  inflation,  there  is  no  better 
time  than  now  to  encourage  this  effort. 

There  is  a  follow-up  concern  that  we 
should  call  to  the  attention  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration — and  that  is  the  release  to 
REA  of  the  funds  we  authorize.  The  $20 
million  approved  for  use  in  fiscal  1970 
were  held  back  by  the  Budget  Bureau 
despite  REA’s  demonstration  of  a  critical 
need.  I  would  hope  that  the  Senate’s 
decisions  this  year  will  not  be  disregarded 
and  negated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Rural  telephone  systems,  too,  have 
been  attempting  for  sometime  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  financial  institution  to  create  sup¬ 
plementary  capital  for  that  program  and 
thus  relieve  some  of  the  pressure  on  REA. 
The  Senate  committee  recommends  an 
additional  $15  million  for  telephone  loans 
beyond  the  administration’s  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  and  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
support  the  committee  by  also  improving 
these  badly  needed  funds. 

I  have  mentioned  only  a  few  of  many 
programs  funded  by  this  bill  that  are 
vital  to  the  prosperity  of  rural  America 
and  the  farming  industry,  and  eventually 
to  the  health  of  the  American  economy 
as  a  whole.  Although  some  urban  resi¬ 
dents  apparently  do  not  realize  it,  agri¬ 
culture  is  still  the  Nation’s  No.  1  indus¬ 
try.  It  employs  over  5  million  workers, 
and  its  assets  total  $298  billion — equal  to 
about  two -thirds  of  the  current  assets  of 
all  corporations  of  the  United  States. 

Although  our  farm  population  today 
comprises  only  slightly  over  5  percent  of 
our  total  population,  farmers  buy  about 
$37  billion  in  production  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  per  year.  The  commercial  farmer 
buys  about  5  percent  of  our  total  steel 
production,  about  $1.6  billion  of  our  pe¬ 
troleum  products  or  11  percent  of  the 
total  sold.  He  buys  enough  rubber  for 
his  cars  and  tractors  to  put  tires  on  7.5 
million  cars,  and  it  has  been  estimated 
that  his  purchases  are  the  basis  for  about 
6  million  jobs  in  machinery,  chemical 
and  other  supply  industries.  And  his 
products,  in  turn,  are  the  basis  for  proc¬ 
essing  and  marketing  industries  which 
provide  ap.  estimated  14  to  16  million 
jobs. 

Unfortunately,  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  is  identified  in  many  minds  only 
with  5.1  percent  of  our  people  who  are 
on  the  farm.  In  reality,  it  represents  the 
94.9  percent  of  the  nonfarmers  more 
closely  than  does  any  other  department, 
for  it  represents  the  source  of  food, 
clothing,  and  shelter  for  all  Americans — 
and  also  represents  the  largest  individ¬ 
ual  market  for  labor  and  industry.  For 
the  sake  of  all  Americans,  we  cannot 
shortchange  the  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies.  Instead,  we  must  make  the  in¬ 
vestment  to  sustain  a  strong  agricul¬ 
tural  sector,  and  thus  help  to  maintain 
a  strong  and  viable  America. 


July  8,  1970 

THE  GROWING  THREAT  OP  FOWL  CHOLERA - AGRI¬ 

CULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BEGINS  RESEARCH 
FOR  PROTECTION 


In  order  to  launch  a  full-scale  attack 
against  this  rapidly  spreading  disease, 
the  appropriation  should  be  $500,000 
rather  than  the  modest  $100,000  we  have 
included  in  the  bill.  However,  the  $100,- 
000  will  provide  us  a  beginning  on  the 
program  to  control  fowl  cholera  in  tur¬ 
keys. 

In  view  of  the  tremendous  impact  that 
this  disease  is  having  on  the  turkey 
producers  in  my  State  of  Texas  as  well 
as  many  other  States,  it  is  my  strong 
recommendation  that  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  consider  the  magnitude 
of  this  problem  very  carefully,  and  that 
as  they  commence  this  research  pro¬ 
gram,  they  should  be  prepared  to  use  up 
to  $100,000  of  the  contingency  funds 
made  available  to  them  to  supplement 
the  $100,000  appropriated  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  The  point  I  wish  to  make  is  that 
the  problem  is  so  great  that  the  search 
for  a  solution  should  not  be  delayed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  763 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  763,  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 


Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  in 
our  consideration  of  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriations  bill,  it  is  important  for  us 
to  recognize  the  tremendous  benefits 
provided  to  all  the  citizens  of  our  Nation 
by  the  funds  we  appropriate  in  this  area. 
When  we  appropriate  funds  for  research 
to  improve  our  agricultural  production, 
the  benefit  is  often  enjoyed  in  terms  of 
more  healthful  food  and  lower  costs  to 
consumers.  I  commend  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  for 
his  action  in  committee  in  accepting 
the  $100,000  amendment. 

One  item  contained  in  the  bill  under 
consideration  today  provides  an  example 
of  how  we  can  act  to  benefit  consumers. 

The  Appropriations  Committee,  on 
which  it  is  my  honor  to  serve,  included 
$100,000  in  the  appropriation  for  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  order  to 
commence  a  program  of  research  into 
fowl  cholera  in  turkeys. 

Over  the  past  few  years  there  has  been 
a  sudden  increase  in  the  incidence  of 
this  disease  in  turkeys,  and  it  is  having 
a  very  serious  impact  on  the  producers 
throughout  the  Nation. 

From  1951  to  1964,  it  is  estimated  that 
the  loss  to  the  turkey  industry  due  to 
cholera  was  less  than  $2  million  annual¬ 
ly.  Since  1964,  the  incidence  of  cholera 
has  increased  rapidly,  and  in  1968  and 
1969  the  loss  has  risen  to  over  $14  million 
annually.  Without  prompt  remedial  ac¬ 
tion,  the  losses  are  expected  to  continue 
to  grow  more  serious. 

The  disease  of  fowl  cholera  in  turkeys 
is  a  very  serious  problem  in  Texas.  It  is 
estimated  that  of  the  approximately  8 
million  turkeys  in  Texas,  over  50  percent 
were  affected  by  this  disease  in  1969. 
This  is  a  much  higher  percentage  of 
birds  affected  than  in  any  of  the  other 
top  producing  States.  However,  the  dis¬ 
ease  is  on  the  increase  in  these  other 
States. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
amendment  No.  763,  as  follows: 

On  page  20,  line  24,  strike  out  "$1,250,- 
000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,000,- 
000,000”. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  have  had  the  effect 
of  increasing  the  food  stamp  appropria¬ 
tion  from  $1,250  billion  to  $2  billion,  as 
previously  authorized  by  the  Senate; 
but,  after  consultation  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Holland)  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellender)  and 
with  Members  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  especially  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  (Mr.  Brooke)  ,  it  has  seemed 
more  prudent  to  reduce  the  proposed 
increase  to  the  figure  of  $1,750  billion. 
In  other  words,  we  would  be  increasing 
the  amount  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee  from  $1,250  billion  to  $1,750 
billion. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  so 
changed  so  that  it  reflects  the  figure 
$1,750  billion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  so  wish  to  modify  his  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Yes;  I  ask  that  it 
be  modified  so  that  the  figure  $2  billion 
is  changed  to  $1,750  billion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  does  not 
wish  to  indicate  at  all,  does  he,  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  have  agreed  to  the  figure? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  No;  I  was  going  to 
comment  on  that.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  as  well  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  are  opposed  to  any 
increase  at  all  in  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee. 

I  simply  wanted  to  make  clear  to  the 
Senate  that  one  of  my  reasons  in  reduc¬ 
ing  the  amount  in  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  concern  expressed  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  about  the  attitude  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  toward  a 
substantial  increase  above  the  $1,250  bil¬ 
lion  that  was  approved  in  the  other  body 
by  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  over  3  years  ago 
that  the  shameful  phenomenon  of  hun¬ 
ger  and  malnutrition  first  came  to  light 
here  in  America,  the  richest  nation  in 
the  world. 

For  many  years,  Americans  had  been 
aware  of  hungry  millions  around  the 
world  but  ignorant  of  hungry  fellow  cit¬ 
izens  in  their  own  country,  their  own 
States,  their  own  cities — indeed  their 
own  neighborhoods. 

As  a  director  of  the  overseas  food  for 
peace  program  at  the  beginning  of  the 
last  decade,  I  was  as  unaware  as  most 
Americans  of  the  hunger  in  our  own 
land. 

The  discovery  of  hunger  and  malnutri¬ 
tion  here  at  home  was  so  shocking — and 
so  surprising- — that  its  existence  was  im¬ 
mediately  met  with  incredulity  by  some 
of  the  highest  officials  of  the  Government 
and  by  Members  of  Congress. 


It  is  not  so,  they  said.  There  is  no 
widespread  hunger  in  America.  Perhaps, 
there  are  isolated  areas  where  Americans 
are  not  getting  enough  to  eat.  But  hun¬ 
ger  affecting  millions  of  Americans?  No, 
it  just  cannot  be.  America  is  too  rich, 
her  abundance  too  great,  for  such  a  seri¬ 
ous  problem  to  exist  on  a  national  scale. 

This  incredulity,  this  shock  and  sur¬ 
prise,  sprang  from  a  basic  sense  of  de¬ 
cency.  For  no  American  wants  any  other 
American  to  go  hungry  if  it  can  be 
helped.  The  questions  raised  about  just 
how  widespread  hunger  is  in  America  de¬ 
served  an  honest  and  dispassionate 
answer.  And  the  Senate  established  a 
select  committee  to  seek  that  answer. 

For  the  past  18  months,  I  have  had  the 
honor  of  chairing  that  select  committee, 
and  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  working 
with  other  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
have  been  unsparing  in  their  efforts  to 
bring  an  answer  back  to  the  Senate. 

Let  me  mention  just  a  few  of  them. 
Senator  Holland  and  Senator  Ellender, 
who  for  many  years  before  I  joined  this 
body,  were  sponsoring  legislation  to  feed 
our  people.  Senator  Mondale,  Senator 
Kennedy,  Senator  Hart,  Senator  Pell, 
Senator  Yarborough  and  Senator  Tal- 
madge  who  played  such  an  important  role 
in  the  enactment  of  a  new  and  compre¬ 
hensive  School  Lunch  Act  this  year. 

On  .the  Republican  side.  Senator 
Javits,  Senator  Percy,  and  Senator  Cook 
have  from  the  very  beginning  been 
among  the  hardest  driving  members  of 
the  committee.  I  am  particularly  appre¬ 
ciative  of  their  efforts  because  they  have 
been  a  living  demonstration  that  when  it 
comes  to  the  issue  of  hunger,  bipartisan¬ 
ship  is  the  order  of  the  day. 

I  also  want  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  Senator  Brooke  and  Senator 
Hollings  for  their  efforts  to  gather  sup¬ 
port  for  the  amendment  we  are  voting 
on  today. 

The  cooperation  of  the  Democratic  and 
Republican  members  of  the  select  com¬ 
mittee  proves  that  hunger  is  not  a  poli¬ 
tical  issue  but  a  human  issue  to  which 
we  all  respond  equally. 

The  select  committee  has  worked  hard. 
It  has  held  countless  hearings,  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  around  the  country,  and 
heard  hundreds  of  witnesses.  It  has 
searched  for  the  answer  to  whether  hun¬ 
ger  and  malnutrition  affect  millions  of 
our  people.  It  has  heard  and  it  has  seen 
for  itself,  and  it  has  brought  back  an 
answer. 

Hunger  and  malnutrition  does  exist  in 
this  rich  Nation.  It  exists  in  every  sec¬ 
tion  of  this  Nation.  It  is  not  an  isolated 
circumstance.  It  is  a  national  tragedy. 

Hunger  and  malnutrition  in  America 
according  to  the  National  Nurtition  Sur¬ 
vey  conducted  by  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  is  as  widespread  among  our  poor  as 
it  is  in  some  of  the  world’s  most  under¬ 
developed  countries. 

The  cost  of  this  hunger  and  malnutri¬ 
tion  in  economic  terms  alone,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  reports,  is  staggering.  For 
every  dollar  not  spent  providing  the  hun¬ 
gry  with  food,  the  Government  ends  up 
spending  $3  providing  the  poor  with  care 
the  remainder  of  their  lives. 

For  hunger  and  malnutrition  are  not  a 
fleeting  thing.  They  hurt  for  a  lifetime. 
The  malnourished  child  is  weak  and  vul¬ 


nerable  to  disease — disease  that  stunts 
his  mental  and  physical  ability.  A  mother 
who  is  malnourished  cannot  care  pro¬ 
perly  for  her  children.  A  father  cannot 
work  effectively  on  an  empty  stomach 
and  a  weakened  body. 

There  is  no  longer  any  argument  about 
this  tragedy.  The  President  himself  put 
the  argument  to  rest  when  he  sent  his 
historic  hunger  message  to  Congress  last 
April,  saying : 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  hunger  and 
malnutrition  exist  in  America  and  some  mil¬ 
lions  may  be  affected.  That  hunger  and  mal¬ 
nutrition  should  persist  in  a  land  such  as 
ours  is  embarrassing  and  intolerable. 

There  is  no  longer  any  disagreement 
about  what  needs  to  be  done  to  meet 
this  problem.  We  need  to  reform  and  ex¬ 
pand  the  food  stamp  program  until  it 
puts  food  on  the  table  of  every  hungry 
family. 

There  is  some  disagreement  over  how 
fast  we  must  do  what  needs  to  be  done. 
The  Senate  thoroughly  debated  this  is¬ 
sue  last  September.  Then  it  decided.  It 
decided  to  enact  a  fully  adequate  food 
stamp  program  and  to  authorize  the 
funds  necessary  to  expand  that  program. 
That  amount  for  fiscal  year  1971  was  $2 
billion. 

The  question  before  us  today  is  simple. 
The  question  is,  will  we  honor  that 
pledge,  or  will  we  ask  the  hungry  to  wait 
yet  another  year  to  obtain  food  for  their 
children? 

During  the  past  5  months  we  have 
taken  the  first  step  toward  meeting  last 
year’s  promise.  Participation  in  the  food 
stamp  program  has  jumped  from  about 
3V2  million  to  nearly  6  million.  This  ex¬ 
pansion  has  been  made  possible  by  the 
additional  funding  provided  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  last  year. 

But,  if  we  are  to  continue  that  expan¬ 
sion,  we  must  act  now  to  raise  the  budget 
request  for  the  food  stamp  program  in 
fiscal  year  1971. 

>  The  Appropriations  Committee  has 
recommended  that  we  appropriate  $1.25 
billion  for  food  stamps  this  year.  But  that 
recommendation  wah  made  before  it  be¬ 
came  apparent  that  the  $1.25  billion  fig¬ 
ure  would  not  permit  any  further  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  program.  1 

Testifying  before  the  Select  Committee 
on  Nutrition  just  3  weeks  ago,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Lyng  said: 

The  acceptance  of  the  food  stamp  program 
has  been  such  that  we  may  have  some  very 
real  problems  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  1971. 
It  is  beginning  to  be  very  apparent  to  us  that 
counties  which  may  want  to  switch  to  food 
stamps  will  have  to  be  denied  because  this 
appropriation  figure  (1.25  billion)  will  be 
insufficient. 

The  arithmetic  on  which  he  based  this 
statement  is  elementary.  USDA  estimates 
that  the  per  person  cost  of  the  food 
stamp  program  will  run  at  about  $200 
for  the  coming  year.  Present  participa¬ 
tion  is  about  6  million.  Multiplying  6 
million  by  $200  we  see  that  it  will  cost 
us  $1.2  billion  just  to  maintain  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  its  present  level. 

Mr.  President,  this  present  level  is  not 
adequate.  There  are  25  million  poor  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  country  today;  15  million  of 
these  people  receive  no  food  assistance  of 
any  kind.  Unless  we  appropriate  enough 
money  to  continue  the  expansion  of  the 
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food  stamp  program,  these  same  15  mil¬ 
lion  people  will  remain  without  assist¬ 
ance  throughout  1971. 

In  the  legislation  which  passed  the 
Senate  last  fall  we  authorized  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $2  billion  on  food  stamps 
during  fiscal  year  1971.  Having  already 
gone  on  record  for  a  $2  billion  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  knowing  that  anything  a  great 
deal  less  than  this  figure  will  leave  mil¬ 
lions  of  Americans  without  assistance,  I 
cannot  see  how  we  can  justify  appropria¬ 
tion  of  any  .amount  other  than  the  $1.75 
billion  that  we  are  seeking  today. 

To  fail  to  appropriate  the  full  $2  bil¬ 
lion  is  even  less  justifiable  when  we 
consider  that  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Lyng' told  my  committee  on 
June  19  that,  and  I  quote  directly: 

The  best  figure  that  we  can  come  up  with 
is  that  there  are  probably  something  like  14 
million  people  in  the  United  States  who  are 
in  need  of  food  assistance  this  year. 

Mr.  Lyng  did  not  say  that  these  people 
needed  help  sometime  in  the  misty  fu¬ 
ture,  he  said  that  they  require  food  as¬ 
sistance  now,  this  year. 

Simple  multiplication  will  tell  you  that 
an  appropriation  of  $1.25  billion  for  food 
stamps  can  never  provide  assistance  to 
14  million  people.  In  fact,  it  will  serve 
only  6  million  people.  When  the  4  million 
commodity  recipients  are  added  in,  this 
means  that  we  will  fall  4  million  short  of 
the  extremely  modest  goal  which  USDA 
itself  set  less  than  1  month  ago. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  raise  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  food  stamps  to  $1.75  bil¬ 
lion,  we  will  permit  continued  expansion 
of  the  food  stamp  program  up  to  8  mil¬ 
lion  persons,  for  a  total  of  12  million 
persons.  While  this  is  still  2  million  short 
of  the  goal  of  14  million,  it  is  continued 
improvement.'* 

Mr.  President,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  under¬ 
stand  how  USDA  can  tell  us  one  week 
that  we  must  feed  14  million  people  next 
year,  then  turn  around  the  next  week 
and  oppose  an  appropriation  specifically 
tailored  to  feed  12  of  those  14  million. 

I  am  even  further  at  a  loss  to  see  how 
the  testimony  of  Assistant  Secretary 
Lyng  could  be  construed,  as  it  appar¬ 
ently  has  been  by  some  Members,  to  con¬ 
stitute  a  firm  defense  of  the  $1.25  billion 
administration  request. 

Yesterday,  in  this  Chamber,  we  decided 
that  we  as  a  nation  could  afford  to  spend 
$3.3  billion  exploring  space  in  the  coming 
year.  It  will  be  a  sorry  spectacle  for  the 
poor  of  this  Nation  if,  in  the  face  of  all 
the  fine  promises  and  rhetoric  of  the  past 
year,  we  now  turn  around  when  the 
crunch  is  on  and  tell  these  people  that 
we  can  afford  $3.3  billion  to  explore  outer 
space,  but  that  we  cannot  afford  60  per¬ 
cent  of  that  amount  to  end  hunger  in 
America. 

There  is  one  more  reason  why  I  believe 
that  it  is  imperative  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vide  $1.75  billion  funding  of  the  food 
stamp  program.  As  we  all  know  so  well, 
the  Senate  is  not  a  complete  legislative 
system  in  itself.  The  House  also  has  du¬ 
ties  and  responsibilities  on  these  matters. 
In  this  instance,  the  House  has  already 
appropriated  just  $1.25  billion.  Knowing 
the  determined  Members  of  the  other 
body,  I  suspect  that  the  $1.75  billion 
which  the  Senate  should  appropriate  will 


be  trimmed  somewhat  in  conference. 
While  I  feel  that  any  trimming  will  be 
at  the  expense  of  the  poor  and  must  be 
opposed  vigorously,  we  must  be  realistic. 
If  we  are  to  .have  anything  like  an  ade¬ 
quate  appropriation  for  the  food  stamp 
program  in  the  coming  year,  we  must 
stand  firm  for  at  least  $1.75  billion, 
which  is  still  $250  million  short  of  the 
$2  billion  which  we  authorized  last  year. 

I  know  that  it  will  be  said  that  the 
$1.25  billion  recommended  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  double  the  amount  spent 
during  the  past  year.  The  trouble  with 
this  argument  is  that  it  fails  to  note  that 
75  percent  of  the  money  spent  last  year 
was  spent  during  the  last  5  months  of 
the  year.  As  of  May,  USDA  was  spendnig 
on  food  stamps  at  an  annualized  rate  of 
over  $1  billion.  Thus  the  actual  effect  of 
a  $1.25  billion  appropriation  for  the  com¬ 
ing  year  will  be  to  freeze  the  program  at 
its  present  level. 

It  may  also  be  said  that  the  House  has 
failed  to  provide  a  new  authorization  for 
the  food  stamp  program,  and  that  we 
should  wait  for  the  House.  This  argu¬ 
ment  is  irrelevant.  Both  the  $1.25  billion 
figure  and  the  $2  billion  figure  for  which 
I  argue  exceed  the  House  authorization. 
Both  figures  would  require  the  needed 
House  authorization  before  they  could 
actually  be  spent.  What  I  am  saying  to¬ 
day  is  that  $2  billion  is  the  amount  that 
is  needed  to  permit  the  operation  of  an 
effective,  expanding  program.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  should  go  on  record  again  today  in 
favor  of  what  is  needed  to  do  the  job. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  arguments 
against  full  funding  of  the  food  stamp 
program.  I  know  that  some  people  feel 
that  the  country  cannot  afford  to  do  the 
job  properly  so  long  as  the  war  continues. 
I  know  that  other  people  argue  that 
added  expenditures  at  this  time  would  be 
inflationary. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  take  exception 
with  these  arguments.  For  over  a  year 
now  we  have  had  in  our  possession  a 
Bureau  pf  the  Budget  study  which  shows 
that  it  actually  costs  more  to  permit  mal¬ 
nutrition  to  continue  than  it  would  to 
end  it.  Providing  people  with  a  few  extra 
dollars  to  spend  on  food  commodities 
with  which  we  are  oversupplied  is  not 
inflationary. 

As  another  example  of  the  tragic  cost 
of  permitting  malnutrition  to  continue, 
I  would  cite  the  cost  of  caring  for  a 
person  who  is  mentally  retarded.  That 
cost,  for  a  lifetime,  is  in  the  neighborhood 
of  $250,000.  And  there  is  strong  evidence 
that  malnutrition  in  childhood  does  in¬ 
deed  result  in  mental  and  physical  im¬ 
pairment. 

Further  delay  is  inexcuseable.  If  we  are 
really  committed  to  ending  hunger  in 
America  let  us  vote  our  committment, 
and  let  us  do  so  today  by  providing  in¬ 
creased  funding  for  our  first  line  of  de¬ 
fense  against  hunger,  the  food  stamp 
program. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from 
the  hearing  of  the  Select  Committee  on 
Nutrition  and  Human  Needs  on  June  19, 
1970. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
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was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Excerps  Prom  Hearing  of  the  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Nutrition  and  Human  Needs 

Senator  McGovern.  They  are  now  up  to  5.9 
million  participants.  How  many  people  do 
you  think  still  need  this  program  that  we 
haven’t  yet  reached? 

Mr.  Lyng.  I  asked  the  staff,  Mr.  Chairman, 
anticipating  that  question,  to  try  to  give  me 
some  information  on  the  size  of  the  target 
group.  As  you  can  well  imagine,  these  are 
estimates.  First  of  all,  in  defining  the  poor, 
the  levels  and  all  the  rest  of  this,  we  work  on 
all  kinds  of  assumptions  and  estimates.  The 
best  figure  that  we  can  come  up  with  is  that 
there  are  probably  something  like  14  million 
people  in  the  United  States  who  are  in  need 
of  food  assistance  this  year. 

This  is  a  figure  that  can  be  debated  and 
argued.  I  think  if  we  had  some  of  the  experts 
here  from  the  economic  research  service  they 
can  build  a  case  for  this  14  million  figure. 

Senator  McGovern.  Can  you  tell  us  what 
criteria  you  used  in  arriving  at  that  figure? 

Mr.  Lyng.  Well,  I  think  it  is  based  upon  the 
number  of  families  with  incomes  below  the 
poverty  threshold  in  the  last  published  fig¬ 
ures  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  and  then 
applying  some  figures  obtained  in  the  1965 
household  food  consumption  survey  made  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  among  these 
groups— this  was  a  sampling — it  indicated 
the  percentage  that  were  not  receiving  nu¬ 
tritious  meals,  and  then  putting  those  to¬ 
gether.  Also,  then  taking  in  some  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  public  assistance  welfare  load. 
Federal  assistance,  we  are  now  providing  food 
programs  for  more  people  than  are  receiving 
Federal  assistance  for  aid  to  families  with 
dependent  children.  This  is  not  necessarily 
a  valid  relationship,  but  it.  is  one  figure.  This 
could  be  off  several  million. 

Senator  McGovern.  When  you  use  the  fig¬ 
ure  14  million  as  the  target  figure,  that  would 
be  the  total  number  of  people  that  you  would 
feel  at  this  point  should  be  participating,  or 
is  that  figure  above  and  beyond  what  we  are 
now  reaching? 

In  other  words,  you  are  talking  about  an 
approximately  additional  8  million  people 
that  you  would  like  to  see  reached? 

Mr.  Lyng.  Inasmuch  as  we  now  have  10 
million  people  participating  in  commodities 
or  food  stamps,  we  would  think  that  it  would 
be  something  like  four  million,  or  perhaps 
five  million  more. 

Senator  McGovern.  Your  judgment  is  that 
at  the  present  time  you  are  doing  a  fairly 
good  job  on  10  million  people  in  terms  of  get¬ 
ting  food  assistance  to  them? 

Mr.  Lyng.  Well,  we  are  getting  some  food 
assistance  to  them.  We  think  we  are  doing  a 
fairly  good  job,  particularly  in  the  food  stamp 
area,  those  who  are  participating  there.  I 
think  it  might  be  an  exaggeration  to  say  that 
we  are  doing  a  fairly  good  job  in  commodi¬ 
ties.  I  suspect  that  commodities  are  only  an 
augmentation  and  probably  don’t  go  as  far  as 
they  should  in  this  area.  I  wouldn’t  really 
want  to  say  that  that  is  a  fairly  good  job. 

Senator  McGovern.  But  the  Department’s 
goal,  as  I  understand  it,  would  be  to  move 
all  of  these  fourteen  million  people  into  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  as  quickly  as  it  can  be 
done? 

Mr.  Lyng.  That  is  correct,  or  however  many 
it  is.  If  it  is  15  or  16  or  17  million  that  would 
be  our  goal. 

Senator  McGovern.  The  committee  was 
using  the  poverty  figure  which  comes  out 
to  about  25  million  that  are  below  the  pov¬ 
erty  line.  But  even  if  we  were  to  accept  the 
figure  that  you  cite  of  14  million,  that  still 
means  that  there  are  some  eight  million  of 
those  people  outside  of  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  and  of  that  amount  four  million  that 
are  not  even  in  the  Commodity  Program.  Even 
accepting  that,  and  I  think  those  estimates 
are  very,  very  conservative,  how  do  you  plan 
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to  carry  on  an  expansion  to  reach  those  peo¬ 
ple  within  the  requested  authorization  that 
the  Administration  has  sent  to  the  Congress? 
X  believe  it  is  $1.25  billion.  That  really  doesn’t 
do  much  more  than  hold  you  at  the  present 
level,  does  it,  Mr.  Secretary? 

Mr.  Ltng.  This  may  be  correct,  Senator,  as 
we  move  along.  The  acceptance  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  has  been  such  that  we  may  have  some 
real  problems  in  the  coming  fiscal  year.  It  is 
beginning  to  be  very  apparent  to  us  that 
counties  which  may  want  to  switch  to  food 
stamps  will  have  to  be  denied  because  this 
appropriation  figure  will  at  this  point  be  in¬ 
sufficient. 

As  you  know,  this  figure  was  submitted 
last  fall,  before  we  moved  into  these  new 
programs,  and  it  was  our  best  estimate  of  as 
fast  as  we  could  move  at  thatsAime.  The  re¬ 
quest  from  counties  for  food  stamps  will  de¬ 
pend  a  lot  upon  that.  At  this  point  we  have 
now  notified  all  counties  that  have  applied 
for  food  stamps  that  they  have  been  certified 
for  food  stamps.  Unless  they  have  come  in  in 
the  last  two  or  three  days,  we  have  no  pend¬ 
ing  applications.  But  I  suspect  we  may  have. 
Depending  upon  the  case  load  or  the  partic¬ 
ipants  we  may  run  into  some  difficulties. 

Senator  McGovern.  I  noticed  from  your 
figures,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  the  bonus  cost, 
that  is,  the  outlay  of  the  Department,  comes 
to  just  under  $200  a  year  for  the  average 
participant.  We  did  a  little  extrapolation  on 
that.  If  you  had  the  $2  billion  that  was  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  Senate  bill,  you  could  reach 
1C)  million  people  with  the  Pood  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  which  would  lift  that  nearly  6  million 
that  you  now  have  up  to  10  million. 

If  you  had  your  way,  would  you  advocate 
that  we  fund  this  program  at  the  level  in  the 
Senate  bill,  $2  billion? 

Mr.  Lyng.  We  have  no  disagreement,  Mr. 
Chairman,  with  the  need  for  approximately 
this  much.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  estimae 
that  in  time  this  program  perhaps  will  cost 
the  $2.5  billion  to  move  to  the  universe. 

Senator  McGovern.  I  think  it  would,  if 
you  moved  along. 

Mr.  Ltng.  But  I  think  we  have  felt,  and  I 
am  not  ready  to  say  that  we  want  to  amend 
our  budget  request,  that  during  this  fiscal 
year  this  was  about  as  fast  as  we  could  move 
in  converting  the  program.  Maybe,  as  I  said, 
that  the  thing  could  be  moved  along 
quicker.  In  the  following  fiscal  year  we  an¬ 
ticipate  that  it  is  going  to. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  we  have  no  dis¬ 
agreement  with  the  $2  billion  figure.  We 
might  have  some  disagreement  as  to  the  time 
frame. 

Senator  McGovern.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
peting  budget  pressures,  but  you  don’t  deny 
that  the  figure  you  have  requested,  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  figure,  at  $1.25  billion,  really 
does  little  more  than  hold  you  at  your  pres¬ 
ent  operating  level.  You  brought  it  up  to 
5.9  million  participation.  You  are  not  going 
to  go  much  beyond  that  in  the  Administra¬ 
tion  figure  you  have  requested  for  fiscal  71, 
are  you? 

Mr.  Lyng.  I  mentioned  that  we  will  be  tak¬ 
ing  New  York,  and  I  think  the  additional 
participants  there  are  nearly  a  half  million 
alone,  in  New  York  City.  So  we  will  have 
sufficient  money  in  the  budget  for  that. 

I  think  we  can  project  that  this  can  go 
up  to  approaching  7  million  within  our 
appropriation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Fanning)  .  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
a  very  popular  task  to  have  to  object,  and 
object  very  vigorously,  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota. 

The  fact  is  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  I  have  probably  worked 
about  as  hard  &s  anybody  could  work  to 


try  to  get  the  situation  into  a  better  pic¬ 
ture  prior  to  the  time  this  appropriation 
bill  came  up.  The  Senate  passed  a  food 
stamp  bill  last  year.  I  have  forgotten 
the  date. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  In  September. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  September  of  last 
year,  and  it  went  to  the  other  body.  We 
mildly  contacted  the  chairman  and 
other  members  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  last  year.  We  have  con¬ 
tacted  them  more  frequently  and  more 
vigorously  this  year.  We  have  contacted 
the  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  on  the  House  side.  We  have 
contacted  many  others  we  thought  were 
having  a  portion  of  the  responsibility  in 
the  other  body  of  deciding  what  kind 
of  food  stamp  legislation  they  would 
report. 

The  facts  are  simply  these,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent:  For  a  long  time,  the  Agriculture 
Committee  in  the  other  body  announced 
a  plan  to  hold  together  in  one  bill  the 
new  food  stamp  program  and  the  new 
farm  bill  which  is  also  in  the  making.  A 
couple  of  months  ago,  as  I  remember  the 
date — some  little  while  ago — however, 
they  decided  that  the  two  bills  would  be 
reported  separately,  and  the  statement 
was  made  to  me  by  the  able  chairman  of 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee  that 
the  two  bills  would  be  reported  sepa¬ 
rately,  for  which  I  was  very  thankful.  I 
did  not  learn  at  that  time  which  one 
would  be  reported  first.  Yesterday,  or  the 
day  before  yesterday,  in  contacting  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  in  the  absence  of 
the  chairman,  who  was  in  Texas,  I 
learned  that  it  is  their  definite  plan  to 
report  first  the  farm  bill  and  later  the 
food  stamp  bill. 

Mr.  President,  we  all  know  that  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  food  stamp  bill  and  the  farm 
bill  have  been  going  on  in  the  other  body 
since  last  fall  or  earlier,  and  we  all  know 
the  situation  that  exists  over  there,  I 
think,  more  fully  than  I  have  been  able 
to  state  it  in  these  few  words. 

'  The  fact  remains  that  until  we  pass  an 
authorization  bill  we  are  without  author¬ 
ization  for  1971  in  the  food  stamp  field. 
The  pleasant  fact  to  report,  however,  is 
that  the  House  placed  in  the  bill  the 
budget  amount  of  $1,250  billion  with  the 
understanding  stated  that  it  could  not  be 
effective  until  the  authorization  had  been 
agreed  upon  and  had  become  law  in  that 
amount  or  more.  That,  of  course,  would 
have  to  be  the  case  because  we  could 
not  pass  a  heavy  appropriation  of  this 
kind  in  this  field  without  an  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

When  the  Senate  committee  consid¬ 
ered  this  matter,  we  were  happy  to  see 
that  the  House  had  included  this  amount, 
subject  to  the  passage  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  we  included  the  same  amount, 
which  had  been  included  by  the  House; 
and,  of  course,  subject  to  the  same  con¬ 
dition,  that  an  authorization  would  have 
to  be  passed. 

We  are  in  the  fortunate  position  now 
of  having  in  the  Senate  bill  the  identical 
amount  that  is  already  in  the  House  bill 
and  the  identical  amount  that  is  in  the 
budget,  and  that  is  a  situation  which  we 
think  may  mean  a  great  deal  in  the  nego¬ 
tiations  that  go  forward  from  here  on  out 
in  conference  and  otherwise,  but  par¬ 
ticularly  in  conference. 


’•  Mr.  President,  we  feel  that  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  so  good  that  if  we  had  to  do  so  a 
little  later,  we  very  likely  would  be  able 
to  follow  the  same  course  followed  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  last  year,  when 
there  was  no  new  authorization  for  1970, 
at  that  time  the  Senator  came  in  and  got 
an  emergency  appropriation.  He  fol¬ 
lowed  the  same  course  when  the  sup¬ 
plemental  bill  was  up  a  few  weeks  ago, 
and  he  stated  very  frankly  to  the  Senate 
that  we  had  no  authorization  for  1971, 
but  he  was  requesting  an  appropriation 
of  $300  million  to  be  available  during  the 
first  4  months  in  1971.  The  House  was 
good  enough  to  accept  that  amount,  and 
we  are  operating  now  on  a  hand-to- 
mouth  basis  with  that  $300  million  avail¬ 
able  for  not  to  exceed  4  months.  The  un¬ 
derstanding,  as  stated  in  that  legisla¬ 
tion,  was  that  when  an  appropriation  bill 
was  passed  for  1971,  that  amount,  $300 
million,  would  be  subtracted  from  the 
amount  for  food  stamps  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  1971. 

We  Very  much  want  to  have  undis¬ 
turbed  the  good  relation  that  now  exists 
between  the  Appropriations  Committee 
in  the  House  and  the  Appropriations 
Committee  in  the  Senate  and  which  is 
in  accord  with  the  budgeted  figures. 

I  must  say  that,  in  my  opinion,  based 
on  many,  many  contacts  in  this  field,  if 
the  course  now  indicated  by  the  House, 
is  followed  and  the  food  stamp  bill  is  re¬ 
ported  after  the  farm  bill  has  been  re¬ 
ported  and  passed  in  the  House,  the 
chances  are  that  the  conference  on  the 
food  stamp  bill  will  be  the  very  last  item 
of  business  within  the  last  day  or  the 
last  week  of  this  session  of  Congress.  I  do 
not  want  that  situation  to  exist,  not  only 
because  of  the  food  stamp  situation,  but 
also  because  there  are  many  items  in  the 
pending  bill  which  are  very  important 
and  which  are  needed  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  as  quickly  as  we  can  do  so;  and  I 
think  they  can  be  made  available  quick¬ 
ly,  because  there  are  few  differences 
between  the  Senate  and  the  House 
measures. 

The  principal  item  that  occurs  to  me 
now  is  the  item  which  we  adopted  this 
morning  covering  the  supplemental  re¬ 
quest  for  an  amended  amount  for  the 
school  lunch  program  for  $216,500,000.  A 
goodly  portion  of  that  will  be  spent  in  the 
States  in  implementing  the  recently  ex¬ 
panded  child  nutrition  program.  Some  of 
that  amount  has  to  be  available  during 
the  summer  and,  of  course,  before  school 
starts  in  September.  I  would  dislike  very 
greatly  to  see  this  bill  held  up  in  confer¬ 
ence  because  of  any  unwise  action  we 
took  on  this  food  stamp  measure  in  such 
a  way  as  to  handicap  the  full  operation 
of  the  new  school  lunch  program,  which 
we  are  all  so  interested  in,  and  which 
we  passed  almost  unanimously.  That  pro¬ 
gram  requires  this  additional  amount  of 
$216  million,  some  of  which  is  in  the  bill 
under  the  amendments  adopted  today. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  realize  there  are 
few  Senators  in  the  Chamber  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  to  listen  to  the  argument,  but  I 
want  the  record  to  show  that  regardless 
of  the  outcome  we  are  warning  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  any  action  to  raise  the  food 
stamp  item  substantially — and  the  $500 
million  raise  is  certainly  substantial — is 
apt  to,  and  in  my  opinion  almost  certainly 
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will,  bring  about  a  long  delay  in  confer¬ 
ence  because  it  will  have  to  await  passage 
of  the  authorization  bill  on  food  stamps 
which  will  itself  require  a  heavy 
conference. 

I  shall  have  to  serve  on  both  confer¬ 
ences.  I  do  not  look  forward  with  pleasure 
to  either  experience  but  I  want  the  record 
to  show,  in  the  first  instance,  that  we 
strongly  object  to  this  large  increase  in 
the  food  stamp  item  from  $1,250  million, 
the  budgeted  amount  and  the  amount  in 
the  House  bill,  to  $1,750  million. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Was  there  a  comparable 
situation  last  year  in  connection  with 
the  same  postponement  on  the  food 
stamp  bill  and  the  consequent  handi¬ 
capping  of  the  administrative  features  of 
the  program? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Indeed,  such  a  situa¬ 
tion  did  occur.  Remember,  we  rushed 
through  a  $750  million  emergency  appro¬ 
priation,  and  we  did  not  get  it  back 
from  the  House,  and  then  we  reduced  the 
amount  to  $610  million,  and  for  a  period 
of  months,  as  the  Senator  will  recall,  it 
held  us  up  on  the  agricultural  confer¬ 
ence. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  bill  was  passed  in 
full  and  did  not  become  law  until  No¬ 
vember  as  a  result  of  that  long  delay. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  foresee  the  same  de¬ 
lay  in  this  matter,  except  I  think  this  is 
apt  to  be  a  much  more  serious  delay  be¬ 
cause  it  involves  so  much  more  money 
and  the  question  has  become  such  a  grave 
question  between  the  philosophy  that 
seems  to  prevail  over  in  the  other  body 
and  the  philosophy  which  prevails  in  the 
Senate.  I  cannot  see  any  answer,  except 
that  we  would  be  exceedingly  unwise  to 
place  in  the  bill  this  added  one-half  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  for  the  food  stamp  program. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  been  frank  in  talking 
to  me,  and  in  talking  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellender),  chairman  of 
the  agricultural  legislative  committee. 
We  appreciate  his  frankness.  Following 
his  discussion  with  me,  I  called  Mr.  Lyng, 
Assistant  Secretary  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  to  get  him  to  give  us  the 
benefit  of  his  thinking  on  this  matter. 
I  also  asked  for  a  copy  of  his  testimony 
which  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
had  told  me  he  had  given  before  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Nutrition 
and  Human  Needs,  which  is  chaired  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

I  understand  that  the  hearing  was  on 
June  19,  a  copy  of  which  I  hold  in  my 
hand,  and  was  furnished  me  by  Mr.  Lyng 
as  a  copy  of  his  testimony  given  at  that 
time,  which  I  shall  be  happy  to  make 
available  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  I  have  no  reason  to  suspect  in 
any  way  that  this  is  anything  but  an  ac¬ 
curate  copy  of  what  was  said  by  Mr. 
Lyng  before  the  Senator’s  able  select 
committee.  The  letter  from  Mr.  Lyng 
to  me  was  sent  at  the  same  time  he  sent 
one  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr. 
Ellender).  The  letters  are  almost  iden¬ 
tical.  There  is  no  contradiction  between 
them.  Apparently  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  asked  his  question  in  a  little 
different  way  and  the  replies  are,  there¬ 
fore,  slightly  different,  as  will  appear 
from  the  two  letters. 

I  shall  not  at  this  time  ask  for  the  in¬ 


troduction  of  the  letter  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  into  the  Record  because 
he  is  not  in  the  Chamber  and  I  take  it 
he  may  wish  to  introduce  it  later. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  El¬ 
lender)  is  presiding  now  over  a  full 
meeting  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  less  the  Senator  from  Florida,  and  he 
is  marking  up  one  of  the  appropriation 
bills  downstairs. 

The  letter  which  Mr.  Lyng,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  wrote  to  me  reads  as  follows: 

July  7,  1970. 

Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  Thank  you  for 
your  phone  call  this  morning  regarding  the 
amount  the  Administration  has  requested  for 
food  stamp  expenditures  in  the  1971  budget. 

We  have  requested  $1,250,000,000  for  the 
food  stamp  program  in  fiscal  1971.  These 
funds  will  allow  us  to  operate  the  program 
in  the  1747  counties  where  it  is  presently 
operating,  and  in  307  counties  or  independ¬ 
ent  cities,  including  New  York  City  that  are 
now  in  the  process  of  initiating  a  food  stamp 
program  or  changing  over  from  commodity 
distribution  to  food  stamps.  The  $312  mil¬ 
lion  which  we  have  requested  for  commodity 
distribution — 

That  is  a  separate  appropriation  in 
the  bill,  Mr.  President.  I  continue  to 
read — 

will  allow  us  to  provide  family  food  assist¬ 
ance  in  all  those  counties  which  have  not 
requested  the  food  stamp  program. 

At  the  present  time,  5.9  million  persons 
are  participating  in  the  food  stamp  program. 
An  additional  4.1  million  are  taking  part  in 
the  commodity  distribution  program.  The 
total  of  10  million  individuals  receiving 
family  food  assistance  is  far  greater  than  the 
7.9  million  beneficiaries  of  the  federally  sup¬ 
ported  AFDC  program  and  on  a  level  with 
the  total  participation  of  10.8  million  in  all 
federally  assisted  welfare  programs.  We  antic¬ 
ipate  that  the  funds  requested  for  the  food 
stamp  program  will  allow  us  to  increase 
participation  in  that  program  by  the  end 
of  fiscal  ’71  to  more  than  7.5  million  in¬ 
dividuals,  a  substantial  increase  above 
present  levels. 

I  repeat  that  sentence  because  it  seems 
to  me  it  makes  it  clearer  than  ever  how 
unwise  and  unnecessary  it  will  be  greatly 
to  enlarge  the  present  amount  for  food 
stamps  in  the  bill.  That  sentence  reads: 

We  anticipate  that  the  funds  requested  for 
the  food  stamp  program  will  allow  us  to  in¬ 
crease  participation  in  that  program  by  the 
end  of  Fiscal  ’71  to  more  than  7.5  million 
individuals,  a  substantial  increase  above 
present  levels. 

Continuing  reading  from  the  letter : 

On  June  18  of  this  year,  we  designated  77 
counties  that  had  applied  to  change  from 
food  stamps  to  commodity  distribution  for 
participation  in  the  stamp  program.  This 
means  that  every  county  that  had  made  an 
official  request  for  the  food  stamp  program 
as  of  June  12  of  this  year  is  now  either  op¬ 
erating  such  a  program  or  gearing  up  to 
do  so. 

The  Administration’s  request  for  food 
stamps  in  fiscal  ’71  represents  a  five  fold  ex¬ 
pansion  over  the  $251  million  that  was  spent 
on  this  program  in  fiscal  ’69,  and  a  doubling 
of  the  fiscal  ’70  level.  This  $1,250  billion  re¬ 
quest  is  a  major  part  of  the  more  than  $2.5 
billion  that  the  Administration  has  re¬ 
quested  for  programs  to  deal  with  hunger 
and  malnutrition  in  the  coming  year.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  large  increase  requested  for  the 
food  stamp  program  more  than  $900  million 
has  been  requested  for  child  nutrition,  a  $320 
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mUlion  increase  over  fiscal  ’70  funding.  We 
are  moving  to  expand  both  the  food  stamp 
and  child  nutrition  programs  to  effectively 
utilize  the  increased  funds  that  we  have  re¬ 
quested. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  Lyng, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  realize  that  peo¬ 
ple  can  be  mistaken  in  their  estimate  of 
what  they  can  do,  but  I  think  that  this 
letter  and  the  letter  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  which  I  shall  not  place  in  the 
Record  at  this  time  or  until  he  can  come 
into  the  Chamber,  make  it  quite  clear 
that  the  administration  thinks  the  $1,- 
250,000,000  will  do  the  job  for  1971. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  true  that  mistakes 
may  be  made  in  that  there  may  be  a  time 
when  the  amount  we  supply  now  will 
seem  to  be  inadequate.  All  I  am  saying 
is  that  we  do  not  even  know  what  the 
amount  to  be  authorized  is  going  to  be 
until  an  authorization  bill  is  passed.  It 
is  quite  possible  that  the  authorization 
bill  will  be  larger  than  $1,250  million,  in 
which  case  we  will  have  plently  of  lati¬ 
tude  to  go  into  a  supplemental  bill  if  it 
is  needed.  If  it  is  not  larger  than  $1,250 
million,  we  can  always  in  that  case  follow 
the  expeditious  way  followed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  twice  in  the  recent 
past.  As  I  have  already  pointed  out,  we 
almost  by  unanimous  consent  met  the 
needs  in  this  field  by  the  passage  of 
emergency  legislation  which  caused  no 
trouble  at  all. 

I  think  it  would  be  a  major  mistake — 
and  I  speak  from  having  sat  in  confer¬ 
ences  on  this  subject  and  other  subjects 
in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  for  about  18  years,  I  believe,  or 
something  like  thaL— for  us  to  put  this 
amount  in  the  bill.  It  is  for  that  reason 
that  I  oppose  it  so  strongly.  I  can  fore¬ 
see  what  I  think  is  the  most  probable 
result  that  would  follow.  The  full  school 
lunch  program  increase  would  be  held 
up  until  the  conference  report  can  be 
passed  on  the  bill,  which  would  be  very 
unfortunate.  The  conference  report  may 
be  the  very  last  thing  we  ever  get  around 
to  before  we  leave  at  the  end  of  this 
Congress.  I  think  that  is  very  likely  to  be 
the  case  since  the  House  committee  has 
now  announced  that  they  are  dividing 
the  farm  bill  and  the  food  stamp  bill. 
They  are  reporting  the  farm  bill  first  and 
the  food  stamp  bill  later,  having  in  mind 
the  strong  feeling  that  exists  on  the  part 
of  some  of  our  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
and  at  the  other  end  of  the  Capitol  and 
the  troubles  that  we  have  run  into  in  the 
past  in  this  field,  as  mentioned  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
almost  understates  the  trouble  that  we 
had  last  year,  because  we  were  trying  to 
get  a  conference  for  3  or  4  months  before 
we  ever  got  a  conference.  And  the  con¬ 
ference  could  not  be  held  until  certain 
authorization  had  been  passed. 

I  think  we  would  make  a  very  great 
mistake  in  putting  this  increase  in  the 
bill.  I  cannot  state  my  position  any  more 
strongly  than  I  have.  I  think  it  would  be 
a  complete  mistake.  I  am  pleading  with 
my  distinguished  friend,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  who  I  know  has 
heartfelt  interest  in  this  program,  along 
the  line  I  have  already  stated. 
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I  do  not  believe  I  have  withheld  any¬ 
thing  from  him,  as  I  said  earlier,  except 
that  I  had  not  received  the  letter  from 
Secretary  Lyng  when  I  discussed  the 
matter  with  him. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  make  this  point  clear,  earlier  today 
amendments  were  agreed  to  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  additions  of  $216  million  to  im¬ 
plement  the  new  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  was  done  without  opposition.  They 
were  agreed  to  by  unanimous  vote  of  the 
ScnBito 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  is  very  likely  that 
the  House  will  concur,  in  that  the  House 
also  approved  the  substantive  legislation 
which  is  the  basis  of  that  action. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  feeling  is  that  both 
Houses  are  rather  proud  of  the  substan¬ 
tial  increases  in  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  passed  recently  by  joint  action  of 
the  two  Houses  and  with  the  approval  of 
the  President. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
dramatic  improvement  which  I  am  con¬ 
fident  will  receive  nationwide  approval. 

If  no  agricultural  appropriation  bill  is 
approved  into  law  sooner  than  was  the 
case  last  year,  which  was  the  latter  part 
of  November,  does  that  mean  that  this 
improved  and  expanded  school  lunch 
program  will  not  go  into  effect  in  Sep¬ 
tember? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  certainly  means 
that  the  various  plans  which  will  take 
place  this  summer  cannot  be  completed. 
It  certainly '  means  that  the  actual  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  feeding  part  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  cannot  begin  until  a  few  weeks 
after  the  legislation  has  passed. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
experience  of  last  year  is  repeated,  that 
would  mean  after  the  first  of  January 
1971. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
judgment  it  is  quite  possible  that  would 
be  the  result.  I  think  it  is  more  than  pos¬ 
sible.  I  think  it  is  probable. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Even  a  slight  probabil¬ 
ity  would  certainly  be  a  weighty  factor 
in  considering  the  several  courses  so  that 
it  would  move  forward  and  not  prevent 
the  programs  from  proceeding,  either  the 
food  stamp,  the  commodity  distribution, 
or  the  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  And  the  conclusion  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  draws  is  exactly  what  I 
have  been  trying  to  say.  He  states  it 
better  than  I  did. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
consider  it  a  very  serious  responsibility 
that  anyone  would  undertake  action 
which  would  result  in  that  consequence. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  can¬ 
not  think  that  Senators  would  vote  to 
take  that  action  if  they  thought  this 
would  be  the  result,  because  they  are  too 
interested  in  the  food  stamp  and  the 
school  lunch  programs  and  the  family 
assistance  program.  The  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  dovetails  with  the  commodity  pro¬ 
gram,  although  they  are  provided  for 
by  different  appropriations.  And  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  commodity  program 
is  not  at  issue  here.  There  is  no  issue 


between  the  two  Houses.  The  amount 
is  $212  million. 

I  cannot  believe  that  if  Senators  were 
here  to  hear  the  debate,  there  would  be 
any  very  great  division  on  this  point. 

I  think  that  more  Senators  would  feel 
that  we  should  not  take  the  chance  of 
proceeding  in  this  fashion.  There  would 
be  a  very  great  chance  of  defeating  an 
early  start  on  the  standard  school  lunch 
program  and  defeating  the  authorization 
not  only  for  1971,  but  also  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  food  stamp  programs  by  putting 
this  kind  of  provision  in  the  bill. 

I  think  I  stated  this  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  heretofore.  The 
House  repeatedly  acted  more  vigorously 
than  expected  when  it  put  the  $1,250 
billion  in  the  House  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  am  very  grateful  to  them 
for  having  done  so,  considering  the 
,  troubles  we  had  last  year  and  up  to  now 
this  year. 

I  was  greatly  pleased  and  I  think  that 
my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
was  greatly  pleased  that  the  item  of 
$1,250  billion  for  food  stamps  is  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Our  pleasure  was,  I  think,  of  commen¬ 
surable  degree. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  as 'far 
as  I  am  concerned,  I  will  do  everything 
in  my  power  to  get  a  quick  authorization 
bill.  However,  we  cannot  move  until  the 
House  passes  an  authorization  bill.  And 
they  cannot  move  until  a  bill  comes  out 
of  the  committee. 

All  I  know  is  that  here  is  a  subject  that 
has  been  very  argumentative  in  confer¬ 
ences  heretofore  and  is  apt  to  be  so  again. 
And  here  is  a  subject  which  will  almost 
surely  hold  up  the  school  lunch  program 
and  its  very  beneficial  enlargement. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  a  party  to  it,  and  I 
will  not  be  a  party  to  it.  But  I  do  not  want 
any  other  Senator  to  be  a  party  to  bring¬ 
ing  about  that  result.  That  is  why  I  am 
making  these  statements  clearly  so  that 
everyone  can  hear  them  if  he  comes  to 
the  floor.  Just  as  surely  as  we  put  this 
provision  in  here,  in  my  judgment,  we  will 
delay  the  beneficial  effects  in  an  ex¬ 
panded  school  lunch  program  and,  in¬ 
deed,  the  funds  in  the  bill.  And  we  would 
delay  effective  authorization  of  a  real 
food  stamp  program.  We  would  delay  any 
action  on  the  agricultural  appropriations 
bill. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  delay  the  matter.  First,  let 
me  add  my  name  to  the  list  of  Senators 
paying  tribute  to  the  long  and  dedicated 
service  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida.  I  have  the  greatest  admiration 
and  respect  for  my  good  friend  from 
Florida.  Does  the  Senator  from  Florida 
recognize  the  fact  that  even  if  we  ac¬ 
cept  the  House  proposal  of  $1.25  billion, 
that  would  have  no  relevance  until  the 
House  authorizes  an  equal  amount  of 
money.  In  either  case,  whether  $1.25  bil¬ 
lion  or  $1.75  billion,  we  have  to  wait 
until  the  House  authorizes  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
However,  he  has  not  taken  into  consider¬ 
ation  some  of  the  factors  that  I  want  to 


mention.  The  first  factor  is  that  the 
pending  food  stamp  legislation  is  not 
only  for  1971,  but  is  also  for  a  period  of 
ears. 

Second,  the  pending  food  stamp  legis¬ 
lation  has  many  substantial  changes  in 
it.  My  feeling  is,  as  I  have  already  said, 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who 
has  a  peculiar  influence  in  this  field  in 
both  bodies,  would  have  little  difficulty 
if  we  get  a  conference  report  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  based  on  $1.25  billion, 
and  if  we  came  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  and  spent  the  $300  million  provided 
by  the  supplemental  bill,  in  getting  a 
temporary  measure  through,  just  as  he 
was  successful  in  doing  last  year  and  just 
as  he  was  successful  in  doing  when  we 
were  debating  the  supplemental  bill.  In 
both  cases  his  actions  were  approved  in 
the  House.  We  had  no  trouble  in  the 
House.  We  should  not  rock  the  boat,  but 
go  ahead  and  get  the  conference  report 
approved.  ■, 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator’s  argument  would  carry  more 
weight  if  the  House  voted  any  figure  at 
all.  Over  there  it  could  depend  entirely 
on  the  authorizing  process  catching  up 
with  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  the  case,  but 
that  is  the  case  which  existed  last  year. 
It  will  be  remembered  we  rushed  through 
a  $750  million  emergency  measure  here. 
It  was  some  time  before  they  took  it  up. 
They  passed  it  at  $610  million  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  was  gracious 
enough  to  realize  the  personalities  of  the 
matter  and  accept  that  rather  than  $750 
million. 

The  Senator  would  have  preferred  the 
$750  million  just  as  he  would  now  prefer 
the  $1.75  billion.  I  am  not  asking  him 
to  change  his  views  on  the  modification 
of  the  ceiling  for  the  new  food  stamp 
legislation.  I  am  asking  him  to  look  at 
these  practical  facts  as  related  by  one 
who  has  been  through  these  conferences 
for  years,  both  on  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  and  agriculture  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  for  food  stamps.  My  feeling  is  we 
are  playing  with  fire  if  we  put  $1.75 
billion  in  this  bill  at  this  time. 

I  cannot  desist  from  making  that 
statement  in  being  fair  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  state  that  based  on 
the  possibilities.  I  would  say  they  are 
more  than  possibilities.  I  think  they  are 
such  strongly  probably  events  that  we 
can  almost  surely  count  on  seeing  them 
develop  as  we  go  along. 

Mr.  President,  that  concludes  my 
original  statement.  If  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  does  not  come  in  before  we 
Conclude,  I  will  take  the  liberty  to  place 
in  the  Record  the  letter  to  him  from 
Secretary  Lyng. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  very  closely  to  our  distinguished 
senior  colleague  from  Florida.  Only  ear¬ 
lier  this  morning  I  joined  in  the  colloquy 
in  praise  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
because  I  find  no  one  more  logical  and 
no  one  more  assiduous  in  his  duties  both 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  in  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  worked  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestiy. 
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We  have  a  difference  with  respect  to 
the  problem  of  hunger.  Mr.  President, 
when  you  hear  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
using  such  expressions  as  "grave  mis¬ 
sion,”  "grievous  error,”  "impossible  to 
pass,”  “do  not  rock  the  boat,  and  all 
those  other  things,  they  belie  one  single 
fact,  and  that  is  the  fact  that  we  have  a 
policy  on  a  particular  problem  in  Amer¬ 
ica  known  as  hunger. 

We  have  debated  here  for  7  weeks 
about  a  policy  on  limiting  the  battlefield 
when  there  is  a  war,  but  no  one — all  the 
best  people — ever  suggested  that  we  real¬ 
ly  should  fight  a  $5  billion  war,  a  $7  bil¬ 
lion  war,  or  a  $1  billion  war,  or  a  $28 
billion  war  which  we  are  fighting.  You 
just  cannot  measure  the  war  in  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  enemy,  and  the  same  is  true 
with  respect  to  hunger. 

How,  in  the  Lord’s  name,  can  we  expect 
to  say  forthrightly  we  have  a  policy  in 
this  Government — the  President  has  said 
so — with  which  we  are  confronting  the 
problem  of  hunger?  The  Vice  President 
and  everyone  comes  forward  and  they 
say,  “Yes,  we  are  meeting  the  needs,” 
and  then  they  measure  the  needs,  not  by 
those  who  are  hungry  but  by  some  legis¬ 
lative  action  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Capitol. 

My  distinguished  friend  started  off  by 
saying  he  knew  he  was  taking  an  un¬ 
popular  position  to  oppose  vigorously  the 
proposed  increase.  I  believe  just  the  op¬ 
posite.  I  know  what  is  popular.  Over  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  they  have 
174  committees,  I  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  They  have  174  commit¬ 
tees — ad  hoc  committees,  special  com¬ 
mittees,  subcommittees,  study  commit¬ 
tees,  staff  committees,  committees  to  find 
the  Congressman  from  New  York  down 
in  Bimini;  they  have  all  kinds  of  com¬ 
mittees,  but  no  Committee  on  Hunger, 
and  those  Representatives  are  pretty 
astute  politicians. 

If  Representatives  from  the  Senator’s 
State  or  from  my  State  thought  for  a 
second  that  the  hunger  cause  in  America 
was  popular  they  long  since  would  have 
formed  a  special  committee,  such  as  we 
have,  headed  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern)  . 

It  is  not  popular  to  go  ahead.  They  say 
everything  is  impossible.  You  cannot  get 
them  to  agree.  The  reason  for  its  unpopu¬ 
larity  is  the  failure  to  appreciate  the 
problem  because  hunger  is  always,  identi¬ 
fied  politically.  How  can  anyone  really 
say  how  many  people  are  in  the  hard¬ 
core  hungry  or  in  that  middle  area  of 
suffering  from  malnutrition,  totaling 
some  25  million?  Habitually  in  Congress 
we  have  fallen  into  the  income  measure 
trap. 

We  go  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  they  say  for  an  economy  diet 
the  figure  is  $3,720  a  year  for  a  family 
of  four,  and  those  below  that  figure  are 
poverty  stricken. 

Nobody  believes  it  because  in  many 
cases  it  is  not  true.  The  Select  Committee 
on  Nutrition  and  Human  Needs  places 
the  figure  up  to  $4,500;  the  President’s 
White  House  Conference  has  asked  for 
a  minimum  income  of  $5,500;  someone 
else  suggested  $6,500.  The  voters  in  Ne¬ 
braska  and  in  Florida  are  saying,  “All 


you  people  in  Congress  are  doing  is  to 
develop  two  classes — taxpayers  and  tax 
eaters.  We  are  not  going  to  stand  for  it, 
and  we  oppose  the  food  stamps.”  That 
is  why  it  is  unpopular. 

Back  in  July  1967,  when  the  Surgeon 
General  came  to  testify  in  Congress,  he 
said — and  I  am  quoting  from  the  best  of 
my  memory — “This  great  United  States 
has  studied  malnutrition  in  over  a  dozen 
countries  of  the  world,  but  never  in 
America.”  According  to  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral,  “I  cannot  tell  you  how  many  are 
hungry  in  the  United  States.” 

So  Congress  then  directed  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  to  institute  this  study  and  under 
Dr.  Arnold  Schaeffer  they  launched  the 
survey  in  10  States. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  not  conclusive  yet, 
but  in  my  State  we  have  enough  to  talk 
facts.  I  have  to  talk  facts  when  I  oppose 
my  distinguished  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

We  found  the  political  facts  and  fig¬ 
ures  heretofore  rendered  were  on  the 
minimal  side.  Let  me  digress  just  one  sec¬ 
ond  about  the  survey  made  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Public  Health  in  my  State 
of  South  Carolina  looking  specifically 
for  those  who  would  be  eligible  under 
the  emergency  feeding  program  where 
the  poor  are  medically  diagnosed  as  suf¬ 
fering  from  malnutrition.  This  program 
serves  lactating  and  pregnant  mothers 
and  children  under  six. 

In  Beaufort  County  and  Jasper  Comity 
under  this  administration — with  credit  to 
Secretary  Hardin — for  the  first  time  free 
food  stamps  were  made  available  to  the 
poorest  of  the  poor. 

Under  the  companion  program — emer¬ 
gency  feeding,  operating  in  several 
counties,  individuals  came  in  and  they 
were  diagnosed  by  State  health  officer 
Dr.  Kenneth  Aycock;  Dr.  Parker  Jones, 
of  Beaufort,  the  county  health  officer; 
and  other  county  health  officers. 

They  found  1,700  children  and  300 
mothers,  making  a  total  of  2,000  people, 
who  could  be  medically  diagnosed  as 
hungry. 

Dr.  Aycock  is  a  conservative.  His  father 
is  chairman  of  the  South  Carolina  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee.  He  is  not 
a  "peacenik”;  he  is  as  conservative'  as  any 
red-blooded  American  ever  has  been.  Dr. 
Jones  is  also  a  conservative.  Dr.  Aycock 
asked  all  of  my  State’s  health  officers 
for  an  estimate  of  how  many  persons 
were  eligible  for  this  program  medically 
projecting  and  determining  that  170,000 
were  hungry  and  needed  food  and  were 
suffering  from  malnutrition.  I  then  asked 
the  good  doctor  to  project  that  to  include 
minors  over  6.  What  about  those  over  6? 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  reached  the  idea  that,  somehow,  the 
school  lunch  might  be  a  help  for  them. 
Where  are  these  hungry?  Many  do  not 
even  get  to  school.  Of  the  15  million  who 
compose  the  hard-core  hungry,  half  of 
them,  8  million,  are  children.  Many  do 
not  get  to  school.  They  need  food  now, 
and  they  are  not  being  fed. 

Dr.  Aycock  projected  his  estimate  to 
the  other  age  groups  and  the  elderly,  both 
male  and  female,  and  found  300,000; 
that  is,  medically.  That  is  not  difficult 
to  fathom  when  we  realize  that  in  the 
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I960  census  75,000  families  in  my  home 
State  had  an  income  of  less  than  $1,000 
a  year.  That  is  less  than  $100  a  month. 
They  comprise  some  413,472  people.  That 
was  in  1960.  That  is  between  one-fifth 
and  one-sixth  of  all  our  families  at  that 
time. 

There  is  the  target.  There  is  the  meas¬ 
ure.  The  measure  is  not  the  House.  They 
cannot  see  them.  They  will  not  under¬ 
stand  it.  They  will  not  go  into  their  own 
backyards.  Hunger  is  within  a  mile’s  cir¬ 
cumference  of  anyone,  I  do  not  care 
where  you  go  in  America.  It  has  been 
found  officially  in  South  Carolina  by 
HEW,  under  the  survey  of  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  limit  my  remarks, 
because  other  Senators  want  to  speak, 
but  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
included  in  the  Record  a  statement 
headed  “Present  Status  of  the  South 
Carolina  Nutrition  Survey,”  by  Dr.  Mal¬ 
colm  U.  Dantzler,  assistant  State  health 
officer.  State  board  of  health,  a  compari¬ 
son  of  biochemical  test  results  to  date  in 
South  Carolina  with  other  State  results 
by  percentages  in  deficient,  low,  and  ac¬ 
ceptable  categories,  and  other  pertinent 
data,  as  well  as  an  article  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  Charlotte,  N.C.,  Observer 
of  July  2,  1970,  written  by  James  K. 
Batten. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Present  Status  op  the  South  Carolina 
Nutrition  Survey 

The  South  Carolina  Nutrition  Survey  is  a 
part  of  a  national  survey  of  the  incidence 
and  location  of  serious  hunger  and  malnutri¬ 
tion  and  health  problems  incident  thereto 
which  was  directed  by  the  Congress  in  De¬ 
cember  1967.  The  national  survey  was  begun 
in  10  States  which  were  selected,  because  of 
their  representation  of  larger  geographic 
areas,  their  mixture  of  rural  and  urban  pop¬ 
ulation,  and  their  economic,  ethnic,  and 
socio-cultural  patterns.  Also  considered  wrere 
such  factors  as  the  concentration  of  migrant 
labor,  infant  and  maternal  mortality  rates, 
and  food  distribution  and  welfare  programs. 
The  States  selected  were  Louisiana,  Texas, 
New  York,  Michigan,  Kentucky,  California, 
Washington,  West  Virginia,  Massachusetts, 
and  South  Carolina. 

In  each  State,  a  contract  was  made  with 
the  State  Health  Department  and/or  one  or 
more  medical  schools  to  conduct  the  survey. 
I  was  responsible  for  the  development  and 
general  supervision  of  the  work  in  South 
Carolina  for  the  State  Board  of  Health. 

Because  there  were  not  enough  funds  or 
manpower  available  to  survey  all  population 
groups  of  the  10  States  selected,  it  was  de¬ 
cided  to  concentrate  in  the  quarter  of  Census 
enumeration  districts  which  had  the  lowest 
median  income  in  1960.  Care  was  taken  to 
insure  that  urban  and  rural  areas  were  ap¬ 
propriately  represented  and  then  around  a 
hundred  Census  enumeration  districts  were 
selected  at  random  in  each  State  for  the  sur¬ 
vey.  In  each  of  the  districts  selected,  a  seg¬ 
ment  of  about  75  houses  were  located  on  a 
sketch  map  by  the  survey  staff.  Then  a 
trained  interviewer  visited  every  third  house 
to  explain  the  purpose  of  the  survey,  secure 
participation  by  the  household  members,  fill 
out  a  preliminary  questionnaire  about  the 
home  and  its  inhabitants  and  invite  the 
household  members  to  come  to  a  nearby  cen¬ 
ter  to  complete  the  survey  work  in  a  day  or 
two.  Meanwhile  another  staff  member  made 
arrangements  for  use  of  a  building,  usually 
a  school,  convenient  for  the  residents  of  the 
surveyed  segment.  We  provided  transporta¬ 
tion  to  and  from  the  center  for  those  needing 
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it.  We  paid  $3.00  for  each  household  member 
who  completed  the  entire  survey  procedure  in 
recompense  for  their  time  and  trouble.  This 
is  another  factor  which  weighted  our  sample 
on  the  low  income  side.  Our  field  team  found 
that  fewer  middle  and  upper  income  people 
were  willing  to  give  90  minutes  or  more  for 
the  work  at  the  center.  Still  another  factor 
which  added  a'bias  to  our  findings  was  the 
requirement  that  no  discrimination  be  per¬ 
mitted  in  the  employment  of  our  staff.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  racial  prejudice  was  a  factor  in  the 
refusal  of  some  people  to  participate  in  the 
survey. 

All  in  all,  though,  we  did  relatively  well  in 
citizen  participation.  We  had  4,850  who  com¬ 
pleted  the  survey  procedures  out  of  a  maxi¬ 
mum  potential  of  9,200  people  so  we  sur¬ 
veyed  a  little  over  50%  of  those  eligible. 
Participation  in  the  16  counties  in  which 
enumeration  districts  were  selected  for  the 
survey  ranged  from  15  per  district  in  Pickens 
to  89  per  district  in  Lee  County. 

Another  factor  affecting  the  pure  scien¬ 
tific  accuracy  of  our  survey  is  the  change  in 
the  socio-economic  characteristics  of  Census 
districts  between  1960  and  1970.  Some  areas 
which  were  mostly  inhabited  by  poor  people 
in  1960  are  now  the  home  of  people  in  better 
financial  circumstances  as  a  result  of  urban 
renewal  and  subdivision  development  during 
the  past  decade. 

The  techniques  for  the  National  Nutrition 
Survey  in  the  United  States  were  built  on 
the  results  of  similar  studies  which  our  gov¬ 
ernment  has  sponsored  in  33  undeveloped 
nations  of  the  world.  Assessment  of  the  nu¬ 
tritional  state  of  a  large  population  is  com¬ 
plicated  because  of  the  number  of  nutrients 
involved  and  the  existence  of  subclinical 
deficiencies  which  are  not  readily  recognized. 
The  five  avenues  of  approach  used  in  our 
survey  were  medical,  biochemical,  dietary, 
dental  and  socio-economic. 

The  purpose  of  medical  assessment  in  a 
nutrition  survey  is  to  detect  recognizable 
physical  signs  and  symptoms  of  deviation 
from  health  due  to  malnutrition.  It  included 
a  medical  history  and  examination  by  a  doc¬ 
tor,  anthropometric  measurements,  and  wrist 
X-rays.  The  physical  examination  was  de¬ 
signed  to  reveal  outward  signs  providing 
clues  to  the  individual’s  nutritional  past. 
The  medical  history  included  diseases  such 
as  infections  or  parasitic  infestations  which 
influence  absorption  and  metabolism  of  nu¬ 
trients  independent  of  dietary  intake. 

Biochemical  measurements  of  the  levels 
of  nutrients  in  body  tissues  and  fluids  indi¬ 
cate  current  or  recent  nutritional  status.  De¬ 
pletion  of  body  stores  of  nutrients  is  the  first 
downward  step  in  the  development  of  nutri¬ 
tional  deficiency  disease.  As  the  deficiency 
progresses,  functional  impairment  occurs 
and,  finally,  the  physical  changes  charac¬ 
teristic  of  a  clinically  manifest  deficiency  dis¬ 
ease  appear.  Biochemical  measurements, 
therefore,  enable  us  to  identify  people  in  dan¬ 


ger  of  nutritional  disease  as  well  as  those 
with  frank  malnutrition. 

In  our  study,  the  levels  of  the  following 
were  determined  in  the  blood:  hemoglobin, 
hematocrit,  total  protein,  albumin.  Vitamin 
A,  carotene.  Vitamin  C,  folic  acid,  iron  and 
iron  binding  capacity;  and,  in  the  urine,  we 
tested  for  glucose,  protein,  creatinine,  thi¬ 
amine,  riboflavin,  urea  nitrogen  and  iodine. 

All  of  these  tests  have  not  yet  been  com¬ 
pleted.  However,  our  preliminary  findings  are 
favorable  compared  to  available  findings  from 
other  States.  The  following  figures  compare 
the  percentage  found  below  acceptable  levels 
in  the  overall  preliminary  data  from  Texas 
and  South  Carolina,  grouped  without  regard 
to  age,  sex,  or  other  characteristics: 


Texas 

South 

Carolina 

Hemoglobin . 

8 

10 

Hematocrit _ 

22 

11 

Plasma  carotene  _  ... 

1 

0 

Plasma  vitamin  A _ 

18 

8 

Serum  vitamin  C _ 

12 

5 

Total  serum  protein...  _.  ... 

16 

1 

Total  serum  albumin _ 

19 

1 

Urinary  thiamine . 

9 

1 

Urinary  riboflavin . . 

19 

7 

I  don’t  know  how  the  food  enrichment 
laws  of  Texas  compare  with  those  of  South 
Carolina.  However,  anyone  who  has  trav¬ 
eled  in  West  Texas  could  easily  imagine  that 
variations  in  agricultural  productivity 
might  well  be  a  factor  in  the  more  favorable 
nutrition  status  of  the  poor  in  South  Caro¬ 
lina. 

When  our  data  is  further  analyzed  it  will 
undoubtedly  reveal  higher  deficiency  per¬ 
centages  in  the  more  susceptible  population 
groups  than  the  overall  averages  just  quoted. 

In  the  dietary  assessment,  our  team  ob¬ 
tained  data  on  levels  of  nutrient  intake, 
source  of  nutrients,  food  habits,  prepara¬ 
tion  practices,  and  attitudes  about  food. 
These  facts  will  be  highly  significant  in  in¬ 
terpretation  of  our  medical  and  biochemical 
findings.  They  will  also  be  basic  to  planning 
dietary  changes  and  modifying  or  initiating 
new  programs  which  influence  food  habits 
and  consumption.  The  solution  to  problems 
uncovered  by  medical  and  biochemical  as¬ 
sessments  demands  knowledge  of  the  eating 
habits  and  the  available  foods  in  an  area,  as 
well  as  the  people’s  purchasing  power. 

The  dental  exam  included  an  evaluation  of 
dental  health  and  the  condition  of  perio¬ 
dontal  tissues.  While  all  dental  pathology 
is  not  caused  by  inadequate  nutrition,  it  is 
often  closely  associated  with  diet.  Caries 
may  be  associated  with  a  low  fluoride  in¬ 
take  and  spongy,  bleeding  gums  with  vita¬ 
min  C  deficiency.  Inability  to  bite  and  chew 
due  to  decayed  or  missing  teeth  leads  to  se¬ 
lection  of  soft  and  easily  swallowed  foods 
which  often  are  deficient  in  some  essential 
nutrients.  Periodontal  disease  is  seriously  ag¬ 
gravated  by  poor  nutrition. 


Socio-economic  data  collected  by  the  field 
team  included  economic  status  of  those  ex¬ 
amined,  ethnic  background,  the  interest  in 
nutrition  by  local  authorities,  educational 
opportunities,  kinds  of  food  available  and 
the  food  distribution  programs  in  effect. 

All  in  all,  our  survey  team  recorded  ap¬ 
proximately  200  items  of  information  about 
each  family  and  about  300  additional  items 
about  each  individual  participating  in  the 
survey.  As  we  saw  4,800  people  in  1,100  house¬ 
holds  this  adds  up  to  some  1,660,000  facts. 
In  addition,  we  have  50  to  100  supple¬ 
mentary  items  pertaining  to  special  groups 
subject  to  nutritional  risk  such  as  children 
under  3,  adolescents,  pregnant  and  lactat- 
ing  women,  and  the  aging  over  60  years  old. 

Our  field  survey  work  began  last  October 
and  was  completed  on  March  24.  We  are  now 
in  the  process  of  coding  and  editing  the  data 
and  placing  it  on  punch  cards.  Our  contract 
with  the  Federal  Government  provides  for 
us  to  deliver  a  complete  set  of  edited  punch 
cards.  We  are  relying  on  the  Federal  agency 
for  computer  analysis  and  interpretation  of 
this  data.  We  hope  to  end  up  with  a  second 
set  of  punch  cards  from  which  we  can  ex¬ 
tract  supplementary  information. 

Our  survey  staff  has  consisted  of  a  small 
administrative  group  and  a  central  labora¬ 
tory  unit  in  Columbia  and  the  field  unit 
which  visited  the  101  enumeration  districts 
selected  in  16  counties.  Since  the  examina¬ 
tion  centers  were  usually  in  schools,  their 
clinic  work  usually  began  about  3:30  P.M. 
and  at  times  lasted  as  long  as  2  A.M.  The  field 
team  included  around  28  persons. 

When  I  first  learned  about  the  plans  for 
this  survey,  I  felt  it  was  an  impossible  job 
because  I  didn’t  think  it  was  possible  to  find 
qualified  people  who  would  accept  tempo¬ 
rary  work  for  six  months  traveling  all  over 
the  State  and  working  long  and  unusual 
hours.  I  am  pleased  to  have  with  me  today 
two  key  people  who  were  very  instrumental 
in  making  the  survey  possible — Dr.  Harry 
Ridgley  who  was  Field  Director  and  Miss 
Eleanor  Moore  who  was  Director  of  the  Die¬ 
tary  Interviewers.  Both  Dr.  Ridgley  and  Miss 
Moore  have  had  survey  experience  in  other 
States  as  did  a  number  of  our  field  team. 
This  is  one  of  several  ways  in  which  we  have 
benefitted  by  being  the  last  of  the  10  States 
to  complete  the  field  work. 

I  regret  that  the  complete  findings  of  the 
South  Carolina  Nutrition  Survey  are  not 
available  at  this  time.  However,  I  hope  that 
this  summary  of  the  who,  what,  when,  where, 
how,  and  why  of  the  survey  will  be  helpful 
background  for  your  understanding  when 
the  final  survey  results  are  presented  to 
you. 

Presented  to:  South  Carolina  Dietetic  As¬ 
sociation. 

By:  Malcolm  U.  Dantzler,  M.D.,  Assistant 
State  Health  Officer,  State  Board  of  Health, 
April  3,  1970. 


COMPARISON  OF  BIOCHEMICAL  TEST  RESULTS  TO  DATE  IN  SOUTH  CAROLINA  WITH  TEXAS  RESULTS  BY  PERCENTAGES  IN  DEFICIENT,  LOW,  AND  ACCEPTABLE  CATEGORIES 


Deficient 

Low 

Acceptable 

Deficient 

Low 

Acceptable 

South 

Carolina 

Texas 

South 

Carolina 

Texas 

South 

Carolina 

Texas 

South 

Carolina 

Texas 

South 

Carolina 

Texas 

South 

Carolina 

Texas 

Hemoglobin . 

.  9 

3 

31 

5 

60 

92 

Riboflavin . . 

6 

6 

21 

13 

73 

81 

7 

4 

35 

18 

58 

78 

Thiamine _ 

2 

1 

8 

8 

90 

91 

Serum  protein _ 

0 

7 

2 

9 

98 

84 

Vitamin  A.  _  _ _  . 

8 

2 

24 

16 

68 

82 

1 

3 

11 

16 

88 

81 

Carotene . . 

0 

0 

3 

1 

97 

99 

Vitamin  C . . 

.  1 

4 

3 

8 

96 

88 

Average  (percent).... 

4 

3 

15 

10 

81 

87 
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COMPARISON  OF  PERCENTAGE  OF  TEST  RESULTS  LESS  THAN  ACCEPTABLE  STANDARDS 


South 

Carolina 

1970 

Texas 

1968 

Montana 

1961 

Guata- 

mala 

1965 

Honduras 

1966 

Costa 

Rica 

1966 

Panama 

1967 

Hemoglobin. . 

40 

8 

9 

3 

5 

4 

5 

Carotene . . 

3 

1 

4  . 

Vitamin  A . 

32 

18 

62 

11 

22 

17 

6 

Vitamin  C . 

4 

12 

1 

4 

2 

2 

6 

Serum  protein... 

2 

16 

2  . 

10 

8 

7 

Serum  albumin... 

12 

19 

3  . 

South  Guata-  Costa 

Carolina  Texas  Montana  mala  Honduras  Rica  Panama 

1970  1968  1961  1965  1966  1966  1967 


Thiamine .  10  9  7  25  11  49  48 

Riboflavin .  27  19  16  33  11  4  24 


Average 
(per¬ 
cent)....  +16  13  13  15  10  14  16 


Source:  South  Carolina  State  Board  of  Health,  April  10,  1970. 

LABORATORY  TEST  RESULTS  OF  BLOOD  AND  URINE  SAMPLES  FROM  10  COUNTIES  SURVEYED  IN  THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  NUTRITION  SURVEY  1969-70 


Total  not 

Deficient  Low  acceptable 

Type  of  test  Number  - - - - - - - - 

of  Num-  Per-  Num-  Per-  Num-  Per- 

samples  ber  cent  ber  cent  ber  cent 


Hemoglobin...  . . 2,120  185  8.7  663  31.3  848  40.0 

Hematocrit.'. _  2,304  153  6.6  817  35.4  970  42.0 

Serum  protein . .  1,201  2  .  16  26  2.1  28  2.26 

Serum  albumin  _  1,201  12  1.0  126  10.5  138  11.5 

Vitamin  C.... . 1,141  13  1.1  29  2.5  42  3.6 


Total  not 

Deficient  Low  acceptable 

Type  of  test  Number - - - : - 

of  Num-  Per-  Num-  Per-  Num-  Per- 

samples  ber  cent  ber  cent  ber  cent 


Riboflavin.. . 1,251  72  5.7  268  21.4  240  27.1 

Thiamine _ 661  12  1.8  51  7.7  63  9.5 

Vitamin  A _  1,348  106  7.8  323  24.0  429  31.8 

Plasma  carotene . .  1,350  1  .07  38  2.8  39  2.87 


PERCENT  ACCEPTABLE  LABORATORY  TEST  RESULTS  OF  BLOOD  AND  URINE  SAMPLES  FROM  10  COUNTIES  SURVEYED  IN  THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  NUTRITION  SURVEY,  1969-70 


County 

HBG. 

HCT. 

Serum 

protein 

Serum 

albumin  Vitamin  C  Riboflavin  Thiamine  Vitamin  A  B  Carotene 

Chester  ...  .  _ _ _ _ _ 

_  78 

60 

98 

88 

93 

82 

84 

75 

95 

Lancaster..  _ _ _  _ _ 

_ _ _  67 

55 

100 

67 

100 

93 

93 

78 

100 

Pickens. . .  ...  ...  ---  - 

_ _ _  82 

67 

100 

88 

88 

100 

100 

100 

100 

Greenville _ 

_ _ _  81 

74 

96 

72 

93 

77 

87 

80 

95 

Spartanburg. .  . ...  - 

. . .  71 

60 

93 

76 

100 

80 

94 

69 

96 

45 

54 

100 

86 

98 

63 

89 

72 

95 

_ _  56 

60 

100 

96 

91 

70 

92 

72 

98 

52 

-  50 

95 

84 

97 

74  .... 

63 

96 

. . . .  59 

59 

100 

97 

99 

69  .... 

65 

99 

_  74 

64 

96 

96 

96 

82  .... 

61 

99 

SUMMARY:  PERCENTAGE  UNACCEPTABLE  BIOCHEMICAL  VALUES i 


States 

States 

New 

York 

Michigan 

Kentucky 

Texas 

Louisiana 

South 

Carolina 

New 

York 

Michigan 

Kentucky 

Texas 

Louisiana 

South 

Carolina 

10.0 

19.0 

16 

20 

41 

37.6 

Riboflavin...  . . . 

3.6 

13.0 

9 

21 

16 

27.6 

18.0 

26.0 

21 

24 

28 

42.0 

Thiamine _ 

3.5 

6.0 

6 

10 

10 

7.8 

Vitamin  A . 

_  4.0 

22.0 

24 

41 

15 

33.9 

Serum  albumin _ 

4.0 

4.0 

3 

16 

7.9 

Vitamin  C .  . 

_  3. 0 

.4 

8 

12 

14 

2.5 

1  Preliminary  except  Texas  and  Louisiana. 


NUMBER  OF  PARTICIPANTS  BY  COUNTY— SOUTH  CAROLINA 
NUTRITION  SURVEY,  1969-70 


County 

Number  of 
enumeration 
district’s 
surveyed 

Number  ot 
participants 

Chester. . 

4 

128 

Lancaster _ 

2 

77 

Pickens.. . 

1 

21 

Greenville.. . 

5 

138 

Spartanburg. . 

7 

276 

Lee . . 

6 

539 

Florence . . 

9 

433 

Williamsburg . . . 

9 

460 

Georgetown... . 

6 

426 

Charleston . . . 

13 

550 

Aiken . 

7 

251 

Bamberg . . 

4 

183 

Calhoun _ . 

4 

220 

Co.leton . 

7 

387 

Beaufort. . 

5 

394 

Richland . . 

10 

312 

Total _ _ 

99 

4,795 

[From  the  Charlotte  (N.C.)  Observer, 
July  2,  1970] 

Federal  Study — “Alarming”  Malnutrition 
Reported  Among  S.C.  Poor 
(By  James  K.  Batten) 

Washington. — Federal  nutritionists,  in  a 
landmark  study  still  under  tight  wraps,  have 
documented  for  the  first  time  the  prevalence 


of  serious  and  widespread  malnutrition  in 
South  Carolina. 

Of  the  4,900  persons  examined — a  sample 
said  to  be  heavily  weighted  with  low-income 
Negroes — 38  per  cent  were  anemic  enough  to 
need  medical  attention.  And  34  per  cent  had 
serious  Vitamin  A  deficiencies. 

“The  situation  in  South  Carolina  is  alarm¬ 
ing,”  declared  one  federal  scientist  who  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  still-confidential  findings. 

The  study,  now  in  the  final  stages  of  tabu¬ 
lation  and  analysis,  was  part  of  the  10-state 
National  Nutrition  Survey,  authorized  by 
Congress  in  1967  to  determine  the  dimen¬ 
sions  of  malnutrition  in  the  United  States. 

So  far,  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Welfare  has  publicly  disclosed  the 
results  from  only  two  states — Louisiana  and 
Texas.  Data  from  the  other  eight  will  be 
made  public  in  the  next  few  months. 

Anti-hunger  forces  in  Congress  and  HEW 
have  hoped  that  the  survey’s  results  would 
dramatize  the  nation’s  malnutrition  problem 
in  a  scientific  and  indisputable  manner,  si¬ 
lencing  skeptics  who  insist  that  the  problem 
is  not  really  serious. 

The  other  states  included  in  the  survey  are 
Michigan,  Kentucky,  New  York,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Washington,  California  and  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Information  obtained  by  Knight  News¬ 
papers  indicates  that  malnutrition  in  South 


Carolina  is  among  the  most  serious  in  any 
of  the  10  states. 

One  HEW  official,  recalling  similar  U.S.- 
sponsored  nutrition  surveys  in  underdevel¬ 
oped  countries,  declared  this  week  that  the 
recent  findings  in  South  Carolina  are  “very 
similar  to  what  we  found  in  Central  Amer¬ 
ica.” 

In  South  Carolina,  Dr.  Malcolm  Dantzler, 
the  assistant  state  health  officer  and  project 
director  for  his  state’s  portion  of  the  survey, 
said  Wednesday  that  he  had  received  no 
official  tabulations  from  Washington. 

But  when  told  of  the  federal  findings, 
Dantzler  said  he  was  not  surprised. 

“It’s  an  indication  that  action  needs  to 
be  taken,”  he  declared.  “This  is  something 
that  should  be  remedied  in  a  civilized 
world.” 

In  each  of  the  10  states,  families  were 
chosen  at  random  within  the  poorest  25 
per  cent  of  the  states’  census  enumeration 
districts. 

But  in  South  Carolina,  Dantzler  said  he 
doubted  that  random  selection  was 
achieved — primarily  because  many  whites 
refused  to  cooperate  with  the  well-inte¬ 
grated  nutrition  survey  team. 

“Our  results,”  Dantzler  insisted,  "are  only 
representative  of  the  poor,  non-white  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  state.” 

In  Washington,  HEW  officials  have  con¬ 
firmed  that  the  presence  of  Negro  staffers  on 
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the  survey  team  generated  local  white  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  project  in  some  communities. 

In  one  unidentified  county,  a  white  sheriff 
raised  questions  when  he  saw  a  Negro  staff 
member  entering  the  home  of  a  white  family. 
The  sheriff  later  maintained  that  he  had  not 
been  informed  of  the  survey. 

The  survey  included  Beaufort  County,  a 
coastal  area  whose  hunger  problems  have 
attracted  national  attention,  plus  Columbia, 
Florence,  Charleston,  Greenville  and  Waiter- 
boro. 

The  most  stark  indicator  of  malnutrition 
disclosed  by»the  S.C.  survey  was  widespread 
anemia.  Preliminary  results  showed  that  38 
per  cent  of  those  surveyed  had  hemoglobin 
(red  blood  cell)  levels  in  the  “unacceptable 
range.”  , 

Of  the  six  states  for  which  preliminary 
results  were  obtained,  South  Carolina’s  per 
cent  was  exceeded  only  by  Louisiana,  which 
had  41  per  cent  deficient  hemoglobin  among 
those  surveyed. 

By  contrast,  Texas  had  20  per  cent,  Michi¬ 
gan  19  per  cent,  Kentucky  16  per  cent  and 
New  York  only  10  per  cent. 

South  Carolina’s  data  also  showed  unusu¬ 
ally  high  rates  of  vitamin  A  deficiency,  with 
34  per  cent.  Only  Texas — With  41  per  cent — 
had  a  higher  rate  among  the  six  states. 

About  28  per  cent  of  South  Carolina’s 
sample  had  unacceptable  riboflavin  levels, 
the  highest  in  any  of  the  six  states. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
study  referred  to  in  the  Charlotte  Ob- 
servor  was  not  a  casual  survey,  but  a  de¬ 
tailed  survey  of  4,900  persons  in  16  dif¬ 
ferent  counties. 

So,  for  the  first  time,  intelligently,  on 
the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  in  a 
legislative  body,  we  show  hunger,  which 
is  not  depicted  on  a  TV  screen  by  politi¬ 
cians  who  like  to  estimate  numbers  at 
political  rallies  or  at  parades  or  other¬ 
wise,  but  oh  the  basis  or  the  foundation 
of  medical  hunger  on  the  part  of  38  per¬ 
cent  of  those  4,900,  who  were  suffering 
anemia  in  South  Carolina. 

There  are  the  facts.  That  is  how  we 
measure  how  much  to  appropriate. 

Mr.  President,  do  you  build  Rome  in  1 
day?  Obviously  not.  Do  you  solve  the 
hunger  problem  in  one  fell  swoop  or  in 
one  appropriation?  Obviously  not.  But 
what .  does  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  ask  for?  He  says  a  year  ago  we 
were  feeding  6  million  with  food  stamps 
and  commodities,  or  25  percent  of  the  25 
million  poor.  At  the  present  time  we  are 
feeding  about  40  percent,  or  10  million. 

Under  his  minimal  increase — not  im¬ 
possible,  not  disastrous,  or  otherwise— 
but,  rather,  $1,750  billion,  we  would  be 
feeding  48  percent,  or  approximately  12 
million. 

The  administration  comes  in  and,  in 
one  breath,  says  “fiscally  impossible,”  but 
then  it  submits,  in  the  next  breath,  $4 
billion  for  family  welfare  assistance, 
guaranteed  family  income,  or  whatever 
you  want  to  call  it,  but  it  amounts  to  $4 
billion. 

What  we  are  trying  to  deal  with  is  the 
beginning  point  of  the  poverty  cycle — 
hunger  in  America. 

It  was  practically  put  on  the  back 
burner  had  it  not  been  for  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  and  his  distin¬ 
guished  committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  many  other  re¬ 
marks  I  could  make,  but  I  think  it  would 
be  disastrous  not  to  support  this  in¬ 
crease.  I  vigorously  support  it. 


Dr.  Lyng  says  at  the  present  time  we 
are  feeding  5  to  9  million  with  stamps 
and  $1,250  billion  would  allow  expansion 
of  the  food  stamp  program.  We  would 
jump  from  January  of  last  year — and  we 
are  talking  now  in  July,  an  18-month  pe¬ 
riod — from  100,000  to  over  200,000  in  the 
State  of  South  Carolina  alone.  We  have 
doubled  it.  As  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  knows,  only  30  percent  of  those 
eligible  are  participating;  70  percent  are 
still  not  participating.  That  is  how  to 
measure  the  appropriation.  Do  not  meas¬ 
ure  it  by  what  a  legislative  committee, 
which  is  on  the  other  side,  says  is  impos¬ 
sible.  We  heard  that  argument  and  voted 
on  the  Cooper- Church  amendment.  We 
do  not  use  that  measure  in  the  Senate, 
the  most  deliberative  body  in  the  world. 
We  look  at  the  need,  the  problem,  in  this 
case  medically  indicated,  and  we  begin 
to  attack  and  approach  this  problem, 
which  in  the  end  is  the  most  economic 
way. 

If  one  has  been  on  the  executive  level 
and  has  seen  adult  care  at  the  hospitals, 
at  the  State  penitentiaries,  at  the  other 
institutions,  he  sees  some  of  the  results 
of  not  feeding  children.  Do  not  be  per¬ 
suaded  by  the  argument  that  providing 
food  for  people  is  going  to  result  in  in¬ 
dolent  and  apathetic  children  and  adults 
and  that  it  is  un-American.  We  know 
that  the  cost  of  keeping  the  same  per¬ 
sons  in  penitentiaries  is  $10  a  day.  It  is 
much  more  economical  to  feed  people 
than  to  jail  them.  We  find  we  have  to 
bring  in  the  truant  officer  and  the  psy¬ 
chologist  and  the  job  trainer  and  the 
jailer  and  the  policeman.  All  the  mech¬ 
anizations  described  are  at  high  prices 
and  high  cost.  But  let  us  get  down  to 
those  medically  proven  to  be  in  need  of 
food  in  the  United  States  of  America. 
We  have  the  legislative  equipment  to  do 
it. 

I  strongly  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment. 

SENATOR  BROOKE  URGES  INCREASE  IN  FUNDING 
FOR  FOOD  STAMPS 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  poverty 
can  be  defined  in  many  ways.  It  means 
crowded,  inadequate,  and  often  unsani¬ 
tary  housing  conditions.  It  means  lack 
of  heat  and  hot  water.  It  means  just 
one  pair  of  shoes  and  a  thin  coat  in 
the  winter.  It  means,  sometimes,  poverty 
of  the  spirit — no  books,  no  time  for  trav¬ 
el,  no  change  to  appreciate  the  wondrous 
creations  of  art  and  music  and  nature. 
But  perhaps  most  basic  of  all,  particu¬ 
larly  to  the  children  of  the  poor,  poverty 
can  mean  hunger. 

For  a'  child  whose  parents  are  poor, 
poverty  can  mean  no  milk  or  fresh  fruit 
and  vegetables;  it  can  mean  no  meat 
on  the  table.  For  these  youngsters,  pov¬ 
erty  appears  most  plainly  in  the  single 
piece  of  bread,  spread  with  gravy  or 
sugar,  that  is  breakfast  or  lunch  or  din¬ 
ner — or  sometimes  all  three.  This  un¬ 
balanced  diet  can  be  translated,  cruelly 
and  irrevocably,  into  a  lifetime  of  poor 
health,  into  mental  deficiencies,  into  an 
inability  to  concentrate  on  classroom 
teaching  or  on  a  job.  And  it  can  be  passed 
on  to  future  generations  who  inherit 
structural  and  mental  disorders  directly 


related  to  the  dietary  deficiencies  of  their 
mothers. 

For  statistical  purposes,  poverty  has 
been  defined  as  an  annual  income  of 
$3,553  or  less  for  a  family  of  four  in 
1968.  Regionally,  of  course,  the  real  pov¬ 
erty  level  varies  considerably;  a  family 
of  four  on  an  Arkansas  farm  might  live 
more  comfortably  on  $600  in  cash  in¬ 
come  per  year  than  a  similar  family  in 
Chicago  that  earned  $6,000  per  year.  But 
taking  the  dollar  level  established  as 
most  reasonable  by  the  Social  Security 
Administration,  25.4  million  Americans 
are  poor. 

In  1939,  the  Congress  established  the 
first  food  stamp  program  designed  to 
expand  the  purchasing  power  of  low 
income  families,  and  not  incidentally  to 
expand  the  market  for  farm  products. 
Today,  according  to  the  administration’s 
own  estimate,  the  Federal  Government 
provides  food  assistance  to  10  million 
Americans.  This  still  leaves  15.4  million 
Americans,  who  are  officially  classified 
as  poor,  untouched  by  the  food  distribu¬ 
tion  programs. 

The  Nixon  administration  has  made 
great  strides  in  expanding  the  food  dis¬ 
tribution  programs.  Approximately  330 
new  counties  have  been  included  in  the 
food  stamp  program,  and  an  effort  is 
being  made  to  expand  distribution  to  all 
counties  where  the  need  exists.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  under  President  Nixon’s  leadership, 
free  food  stamps  have  been  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  first  time  to  those  in  the 
very  lowest  income  brackets,  and  at  re¬ 
duced  prices  for  other  needy  families. 

Mr.  President,  last  year  the  Senate  au¬ 
thorized  $2  billion  to  be  spent  on  the  food 
distribution  program  in  fiscal  1971.  The 
House  has  yet  to  act  on  this  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  consequently  we  are  already 
operating  the  program  on  the  basis  of 
a  continuing  provision  contained  in  the 
last  supplemental  appropriations  bill. 
But  this  should  not  deter  us  from  acting 
in  a  way  that  will  demonstrate  our  clear 
and  urgent  concern  that  the  program  be 
expanded  to  meet  existing  needs. 

According  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  at  least  14  million  persons 
are  in  need  of  immediate  food  aid.  And 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Richard 
Lyng  testified  just  last  month  that  they 
anticipated  some  very  real  problems  in 
the  coming  fiscal  year  because  the  pres¬ 
ent  level  of  appropriations  is  insufficient 
to  meet  demand. 

The  budget  request  for  fiscal  1971  was 
for  $1.25  billion.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  program  is  presently  costing  $100 
million  per  month,  it  is  easy  to  see  that 
the  full  $1.25  billion  could  easly  be  con¬ 
sumed  in  1971  with  no  room  for  expan¬ 
sion  at  all.  In  fact,  if  one  takes  into  ac¬ 
count  the  impact  of  inflation,  it  is  even 
conceivable  that  we  could  feed  fewer 
people  for  $1.25  billion  in  fiscal  1971  than 
are  presently  being  accommodated  under 
the  program. 

We  cannot  afford  to  freeze  the  program 
at  such  a  level  when  there  is  such  clear 
need  for  expansion.  Secretary  Lyng  him¬ 
self  has  said,  in  regard  to  expanding  the 
food  stamp  program; 

It  is  beginning  to  be  very  apparent  to  us 
that  counties  which  may  want  to  switch  to 
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food  stamps  will  have  to  he  denied  because 
this  appropriation  figure  will  be  insufficient. 

In  my  own  State  of  Massachusetts,  the 
need  for  expansion  is  critical.  Many  com¬ 
munities  are  presently  scheduled  for  new 
programs.  Several  Massachusetts  com¬ 
munities  where  the  need  is  clearly 
evident  have  not  yet  applied  for  funds. 
And  even  in  those  communities  where 
food  stamp  programs  are  presently  in 
operation,  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  is  often  just  getting  underway, 
and  many  more  families  need  to  be 
brought  into  the  process. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  believe  that  the  figure  of  $1.25 
billion  requested  by  the  administration 
and  recommended  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  too  low  to  meet  present 
needs. 

President  Nixon,  speaking  just  a  little 
over  a  year  ago  in  announcing  an  ex¬ 
panded  antihunger  campaign,  stated  as 
the  goal  of  his  administration  that  all 
poor  families  should  be  provided  with 
enough  food  stamps,  at  prices  they  could 
afford,  to  purchase  a  nutritionally  com¬ 
plete  diet.  He  envisioned  expanding  the 
food  distribution  program  to  all  counties 
in  the  Nation.  And  in  order  to  accom¬ 
plish  this  goal,  he  conceived  of  an  expen¬ 
diture  in  fiscal  1971  of  $2.5  billion  for  all 
food  distribution  programs  to  the  poor. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  these  are 
worthy  goals.  And  I  believe  that  they  can 
only  be  achieved  if  we  commit  ourselves 
to  spending  what  is  necessary  to  relieve 
our  fellow  citizens  of  the  crushing  bur¬ 
den  of  hunger.  As  the  President  has  said: 

Something  very  like  the  honor  of  Ameri¬ 
can  democracy  is  at  issue — America  has  come 
to  the  aid  of  one  starving  people  after  an¬ 
other.  But  the  moment  is  at  hand  to  put  an 
end  to  hunger  in  America  itself  for  all  time. 

The  pending  amendment  would  in¬ 
crease  expenditures  for  food  stamps  from 
$1.25  billion  to  $1.75  billion.  It  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction  which,  I  believe,  is 
in  the  deepest  interest  of  our  Nation  and 
all  our  people.  I  urge  its  overwhelming 
adoption. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  commend  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  (Mr.  Hollings)  for  his  most  elo¬ 
quent  and  persuasive  argument  in  de¬ 
fense  of  expansion  of  the  food  stamp 
program. 

I  have  great  respect  for  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land)  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Hruska)  ,  and  I 
know  they  have  done  a  great  deal  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  progress  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  in  this  country.  I  commend  the 
President  and  others  who  have  reduced 
the  cost  of  food  stamps. 

I  think  the  best  estimates  are  that 
there  are  25.4  million  people  in  the  pov¬ 
erty  category.  The  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  has  eloquently  said  that  the  U.S. 
Government  is  providing  food  now  for 
10  million  people.  That  still  leaves  15.4 
million  people  who  are  not  getting  the 
benefits  of  the  food  stamp  or  food  assist¬ 
ance  program. 

As  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  so 
also  in  my  State  of  Massachusetts,  many 
more  communities  are  finding  a  need  for 
the  food  stamp  program. 

I  want  to  commend  the  distinguished 


Senator  from  South  Dakota,  for  he  had 
the  original  intent  that  the  program  be 
expanded  to  $2  billion.  I  think  it  has 
been  well  stated  in  testimony  that  the 
$2  billion  could  be  adequately  used  and 
still  we  could  not  achieve  our  goal. 

When  we  consider  the  fact  that  we 
have  inflation  and  the  fact  that  the 
present  program  is  costing  $100  million 
a  month,  actually,  would  not  be  able  to 
expand  the  program  at  all  with  the 
$1,250  billion.  We  might  be  getting  less 
for  this  program,  because  of  inflation,  in 
fiscal  1971. 

If  we  are  able  to  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  Senate  and  show  some  mo¬ 
mentum  in  this  program.  The  conferees 
will  go  into  conference  asking  for  $1,750 
billion  and  be  able  to  get  some  agreee- 
ment. 

The  program  ought  to  be  going  for¬ 
ward;  there  is  no  question  about  that. 
People  are  starving  in  this  Nation.  We 
are  sending  food  to  foreign  countries, 
trying  to  feed  foreign  people,  saying, 
“Well,  we  ought  to  send  some  food  to 
Biafra.” 

That  is  good;  we  should  send  some 
food  to  Biafra. 

They  say,  “We  ought  to  send  food  to 
Latin  America.” 

That  is  good;  we  ought  to  send  some 
food  to  Latin  America.  But  I  think  we 
also  ought  to  send  some  food  to  the 
United  States  of  America,  where  people 
are  starving  today — in  South  Carolina,  in 
Massachusetts,  in  South  Dakota,  and  in 
Florida  as  well. 

So  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  programs  we  have  going  for  us 
in  this  country.  I  cannot  see  that  it 
would  be  conscionable  for  us  to  go  into 
a  conference  with  anything  less  than 
$1.75  billion. 

Again  I  commend  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  for  realizing 
the  urgency.  I  think  he  is  sympathetic 
to  the  problems  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Nebraska,  who 
have  this  problem  in  conference.  We  all 
know  what  the  problems  are.  We  know  we 
have  to  economize.  But  we  say  this  is 
not  the  place  to  economize.  We  must 
move  forward  in  this  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  over¬ 
whelmingly  adopt  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
we  all  ought  to  realize  that  this  is  not  a 
debate,  not  a  contest,  between  a  certain 
number  of  individuals  who  want  to  elimi¬ 
nate  hunger  and  some  others  who  op¬ 
pose  efforts  to  eliminate  hunger.  This  is 
not  a  contest  between  someone  who  feels 
that  there  should  be  more  money  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purpose  of  doing  that  task 
and  those  who  believe  in  economizing. 

I  know  of  no  one  who  is  more  enthu¬ 
siastic  and  more  devoted  and  dedicated 
to  the  proposition  of  the  declared  objec¬ 
tive  of  removing  hunger  from  the  list  of 
ills  which  afflict  America  than  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  or,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska.  All  of  us  want 
to  make  progress  in  this  battle  against 
hunger.  As  a  matter  of  fact  I  think  it 
could  be  cause  for  a  little  resentment,  if 
there  is  any  implication  or  any  suggestion 
that  there  are  those  who,  for  the  sake 
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of  economy,  want  to  deny  either  food 
stamps  or  distribution  of  commodities  to 
those  who  are  hungry,  if  it  could  be  done. 

The  course  advocated  by  those  who 
seek  to  raise  this  appropriation  to  $1.75 
billion  would  likely  hinder  and  delay  the 
very  efforts  they  seek  to  advocate, 
namely,  to  get  this  program  into  high 
gear,  get  it  going,  and  get  it  moving.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  course  of  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Louisiana,  Mississippi,  and  Ne¬ 
braska  in  the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  result  in  a  certain  and  early  imple¬ 
mentation  of  this  program.  There  is  no 
question  about  that. 

If  we  follow  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  recommendations,  this  action  will 
occur  yet  this  summer,  Mr.  President — 
not  in  December  and  not  in  January,  as 
it  did  last  year,  but  this  summer,  and 
very  likely  next  month,  if  things  go  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  schedule  which  has  been 
outlined  by  the  Senator  from  Florida. 
I  hope  we  will  not  make  the  mistake  we 
made  last  year.  Mr.  President,  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  became  law  in 
the  latter  part  of  November — I  believe 
right  after  Thanksgiving,  if  I  remember 
correctly.  On  December  2  of  last  year, 
which  would  be  within  a  week  or  cer¬ 
tainly  not  more  than  8  or  9  days  after 
the  enactment  of  the  law,  there  was  an¬ 
nounced  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  general  outline  of  the  modifi¬ 
cations  of  the  food  stamp  program, 
which  was  more  than  doubled  by  the 
amount  of  $610  million  that  was  ap¬ 
proved  in  that  law. 

On  December  18,  Secretary  Hardin  de¬ 
tailed  the  two  major-  features:  First,  to 
give  more  stamps  to  recipients;  and  sec¬ 
ond,  to  lower  the  requirements  for  par¬ 
ticipation.  The  program  was  expanded. 

Mr.  President,  had  there  been,  last 
summer,  a  following  of  the  very  proce¬ 
dure  which  the  Senator  from  Florida 
outlined  so  clearly  earlier  today,  those 
actions  to  expand  and  to  improve  the 
food  stamp  program  would  not  have  been 
taken  in  December  of  last  year;  they 
would  have  occurred  as  early  as  August. 
Speaking  of  those  who  favor  the  allevia¬ 
tion  and  the  elimination  of  hunger — who 
are  they?  They  are  those  who  insist  upon 
closing  their  eyes  to.  parliamentary  hand¬ 
icaps  which  are  as  real  as  life,  or  those 
who  say,  “Well,  let  us  double  the  amount, 
and  prove  to  the  world  that  we  are  for 
eliminating  hunger”. 

It  seems  to  me  we  ought  to  be  realistic. 
It  seems  to  me  that  even  if  the  course 
indicated  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  is  followed,  if  there  be  such  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  that  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  herein  will  be  inadequate  to 
do  the  job  which  has  been  outlined,  and 
if  the  authorization  bill  for  the  food 
stamp  program  be  sufficiently  large,  re¬ 
course  to  the  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  can  always  be  had.  Meantime  we 
are  going  to  gain  3  or  4  months.  In  my 
book  that  is  a  long,  long  time  when  you 
are  dealing  with  the  pangs  of  hunger  in 
the  type  of  situation  described  so  well  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Now,  then,  what  is  the  situation  with 
reference  to  what  we  will  be  able  to  do 
with  this  $1.25  billion  which  can  go  into 
effect  soon? 

A  careful  review  of  the  food  stamp  pro- 
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gram  clearly  indicates  that  the  budget 
request  of  $1.25  billion  is  adequate  to 
support  and  enlarge  the  program  in  1971. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  in¬ 
formed  me  that  all  requests  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  that  were  on  file  on  June  12  have 
been  honored.  Thus  the  program  is  ex¬ 
panding  in  line  with  the  States’  eager¬ 
ness  to  expand  it.  And  because  sources 
within  the  State  must  finance  local  op¬ 
erating  costs,  the  program  cannot  ex¬ 
pand  any  faster  than  the  States  request 
expansion. 

The  1971  budget  request  already  has 
provided  for  a  major  geographic  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  program.  In  the  early  months 
of  fiscal  1971,  some  300  new  areas  will  be 
entering  the  program,  including  New 
York  City.  Additionally,  under  the  liber¬ 
alized  program,  even  higher  rates  of  par¬ 
ticipation  will  be  achieved  in  1971  com¬ 
pared  with  1970. 

The  important  part  to  remember  is 
that  all  of  this  expansion  can  be  funded 
under  the  budget  request  of  $1.25  billion. 
That  amount  is  over  four  times  the 
amount  spent  in  1969,  Mr.  President.  It 
is  more  than  double  the  amount  autho¬ 
rized  for  the  fiscal  year  that  ended  last 
June  30. 

The  food  programs  of  the  department 
are  on  the  move,  and  they  do  reflect 
President  Nixons  commitment  to  elimi¬ 
nate  hunger  for  all  time  in  America,  and 
the  dedicated  leadership  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Hardin,  certainly  in¬ 
dicates  that. 

The  whole  Senate  has  supported  this 
effort  in  both  the  family  feeding  and 
the  child  nutrition  programs.  I  concur 
that  we  should  not  and  we  cannot  take 
any  action  that  would  slow  down  further 
progress  on  the  food  front.  But  I  em¬ 
phasize  again,  an  appropriation  of  $1.25 
billion  for  food  stamps  will  support  a  sub¬ 
stantially  larger  program  in  1971.  By  fall, 
food  stamp  programs  will  be  operating 
in  over  2,000  areas  in  the  country.  This  is 
an  increase  of  some  300  areas  from  the 
1,747  in  operation  on  June  30. 

More  people  will  be  participating  in  the 
1,747  operating  areas.  Since  the  program 
was  liberalized  in  December  of  last  year, 
participation  in  operating  areas  has  in¬ 
creased  by  over  60  percent,  and  new 
families  are  joining  the  program  every 
week. 

Current  funding  levels  have  permitted 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  keep 
pace  with  demands  for  the  program.  Over 
10  million  people  in  needy  families  are 
now  receiving  food  assistance  under  food 
stamps  or  commodity  distribution.  The 
local  officials  elect  which  of  the  two  pro¬ 
grams  best  meet  their  needs,  and  this  is 
as  it  should  be.  We  cannot  force  a  stamp 
program  on  a  State  or  an  area.  In  fund¬ 
ing  the  stamp  program,  therefore,  we 
have  to  take  this  into  account. 

There  are  many  demands  upon  Con¬ 
gress  for  funding  a  wide  variety  of  do¬ 
mestic  programs.  We  will  do  the  Nation’s 
needy  a  disservice  if  we  overappropriate 
for  one  food  program  at  the  expense  of 
equally  critically  programs  to  meet  some 
of  their  other  needs. 

That  is  why  I  urge  the  approval  of  this 
budget  request  of  1.25  billion.  It  is  double 
the  amount  for  1970,  and  it  is  adequate 
to  meet  the  amount  in  1971. 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Reference  has  been 
made  to  the  statement  by  Mr.  Lyng  in 
testimony  before  a  committee  of  Con¬ 
gress,  in  which  he  is  reported  to  have 
said: 

The  acceptance  of  the  food  stamp  program 
has  been  such  that  we  may  have  some  very 
real  problems  In  the  coming  fiscal  year  1971. 
It  is  beginning  to  be  very  apparent  to  us 
that  counties  which  may  want  to  switch  to 
food  stamps  will  have  to  be  denied  because 
this  appropriation  figure  will  be  insufficient. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  in  what 
context  this  testimony  was  given.  I  do 
not  know  what  context  there  is  in  con¬ 
nection  with  that  testimony.  But  even 
on  the  basis  of  that  statement,  I  repeat 
this  proposition,  which  I  believe  is 
sound:  If  an  effort  will  be  made  to  sub¬ 
stantially  increase  that  figure,  we  can 
well  contemplate  the  high  likelihood  of 
a  delay  of  anywhere  from  3  to  4  months, 
and  it  may  well  be  5  months,  before  we 
get  to  the  point  of  having  money  avail¬ 
able  under  that  increased  food  stamp. 
That  is  not  a  pleasant  prospect  to  face. 

Let  us  take  the  alternative.  Suppose 
we  do  run  short,  as  suggested  by  Mr. 
Lyng.  Suppose  the  time  does  come  that 
we  are  going  to  meet  the  difficulty  to 
which  he  refers  as  a  possibility.  The  re¬ 
course  is  available  to  us  of  coming  before 
Congress  with  a  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ation,  and  we  can  go  forward  without 
dropping  a  stitch,  without  missing  a  beat. 

It  seems  to  me  that  ordinary  common- 
sense  would  lead  us  to  take  the  course 
of  action  that  is  prudent,  that  is  certain, 
that  will  enable  us  to  go  ahead  without 
the  delay  and  without  the  continuing 
pangs  of  hunger  that  these  hungry  peo¬ 
ple  are  going  to  have,  just  because  there 
are  some  who  seek  a  big  amount  which 
will  not  be  available  for  several  months, 
as  opposed  to  a  more  modest  and  prudent 
approach  to  the  problem,  as  has  been 
carefully  designed  and  deliberately 
chosen  by  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  who  are  well  acquainted  with  the 
parliamentary  and  the  political  practi¬ 
calities  of  the  situation.  I  see  no  reason 
to  apologize  for  it.  This  is  a  political 
world.  This  is  an  arrangement  whereby 
we  proceed  under  rules  and  under  the 
minds,  judgments,  and  decisions  of  a 
composite  of  men,  not  one  person  or  even 
a  few  persons.  When  we  find  that  to  be 
the  fact,  we  ought  to  be  guided  by  it. 

I  close  with  this  note:  This  is  not  a 
contest  between  a  group  of  people  who 
want  to  eliminate  hunger  and  those  who 
do  not  want  to  eliminate  hunger.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  those  from  the  Appropriations 
Committee  cannot  be  considered  in  any 
event  in  a  group  who  are  not  devoted  as 
assiduously  and  as  diligently  and  in  as 
dedicated  a  fashion  to  eliminate  hunger 
as  anyone  else. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  as¬ 
sociate  myself  with  the  remarks  just 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 


Nebraska.  We  are  all  aware  of  the  poli¬ 
tics  of  hunger  and  know  which  side  is 
the  popular  one. 

I  emphasize  what  has  been  said  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska.  This  is  not  a 
contest  of  those  who  on  one  hand  wish 
to  prolong  the  problems  we  have  in 
America  with  reference  to  malnutrition 
as  opposed  to  those  who  want  to  do  more. 

Let  me  say,  in  a  very  positive  way,  that 
we  have  made  great  strides  in  the  mal¬ 
nutrition  program  in  the  last  few  years. 
For  example,  in  fiscal  1969,  the  to¬ 
tal  expenditures  for  the  food  stamp 
program,  the  commodity  program,  child 
nutrition,  and  other  food  programs  was 
approximately  $1.2  billion.  In  fiscal  1970, 
that  was  increased  to  about  $1.6  billion, 
and  budget  requests  for  fiscal  1971  are 
about  $2.5  billion.  So  it  indicates  the 
tremendous  increase  under  the  positive 
leadership  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Hardin  and  President  Nixon. 

In  December  1969,  Secretary  Hardin 
announced  a  liberalization  of  the  food 
stamp  program — designed  to  reach  more 
people  with  more  help.  These  changes 
were  placed  into  effect  by  cooperating 
State  welfare  agencies  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

I  would  guess  that  the  only  way  we 
could  describe  the  changes  that  have 
been  brought  about  is  by  the  use  of  the 
■  word  “dramatic,”  because  this  is  the 
only  word  that  adequately  describes  the 
results.  By  May  of  this  year  participa¬ 
tion  in  food  stamps  had  increased  by  62 
percent  over  participation  in  December; 
the  total  amount  of  additional  food  pur¬ 
chasing  power — the  value  of  bonus  cou¬ 
pons — was  up  251  percent  over  Decem¬ 
ber;  the  per  person  amount  of  assist¬ 
ance  was  up  114  percent  over  December. 

The  food  stamp  program  was  operating 
in  1,747  areas  of  the  country  on  June  30, 
and  another  some  300  areas  were  plan¬ 
ning  to  open  programs,  including  New 
York  City.  Thus,  there  will  be  a  signifi¬ 
cant  geographic  expansion  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  this  fiscal  year  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $1.25  billion. 

The  budget  request  of  $114  billion, 
therefore,  -  is  sufficient  to  fund  the  cur¬ 
rent  program  and  to  permit  substantial 
geographic  expansion.  It  may  well  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  extend  the  program  to  even  more 
than  300  areas  later  on  ir_  the  year.  But, 
even  now,  the  budget  request  will  allow 
for  the  largest  annual  expansion  of  the 
program  since  the  Food  Stamp  Act  was 
passed  in  1964. 

I  believe  that  the  $1 V4  billion  is  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  expansion  needs.  I  am 
informed  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that,  as  of  June  16,  there  were 
no  requests — not  a  single  request — for 
the  program  that  had  not  been  honored. 

So  it  is  not  a  case  of  applications  pil¬ 
ing  up  in  the  USDA  and  no  money  to 
process  the  applications  or  to  meet  those 
requests.  In  other  words,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  been  able  to  keep  pace 
with  requests  for  the  program  under  its 
current  funding  plans  for  1971. 

Where  local  officials  have  elected  to 
help  needy  families  under  the  commodity 
distribution  program,  equal  stress  is  be¬ 
ing  placed  on  program  improvements  by 
USDA.  A  total  of  some  20  high-quality 
foods  are  available;  Federal  funds  are 
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available  to  help  States  and  localities 
provide  better  services  to  the  participat¬ 
ing  families;  and  food  quality  is  being 
enhanced  by  enrichment  and  fortifica¬ 
tion. 

In  May,  a  total  of  10  million  people  in 
needy  families  received  food  assistance 
as  a  result  of  food  stamps  or  commodity 
donations. 

Pood  programs  are  on  the  move, 
thanks  to  men  such  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  ; 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  (Mr.  Ellender),  who  was  perhaps 
the  father  of  this  program;  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
McGovern)  ,  the  chairman  of  the  Select 
Committee  on  Nutrition  and  Human 
Needs;  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Javits)  ,  and  many 
others  who  have  insisted  that  we  move 
ahead  with  reference  to  food  programs. 
So  food  programs  are  on  the  move;  and 
at  a  funding  of  $1.25  billion,  over  four 
times  the  amount  will  be  spent  in  fiscal 
1971  as  was  spent  in  fiscal  1969. 

Concluding  on  a  positive  note,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  have  made  great  progress. 
We  have  made  this  progress  because  of 
the  positive  leadership  in  Congress  and 
the  positive  leadership  in  the  executive 
branch  through  Secretary  Hardin  and 
President  Nixon.  So  I  say  that,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  difficulties  that  might  be 
encountered  because  of  something  that 
could  happen  in  the  other  body,  we  can 
fund  the  program  with  a  $1,250  billion 
appropriation.  If  necessary,  as  pointed 
out  by  the  Senators  from  Florida  and 
Nebraska,  we  can  always  have  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  later  this  year.  But 
that  the  $1,250  billion  is  adequate  now. 

Let  me  say  again,  that  this  is  double 
the  request  of  last  year.  In  fiscal  1970, 
the  amount  appropriated  for  food  stamps 
was  $610  million.  This  year,  the  amount 
appropriated  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  is  $1,250  billion.  This  does  mean 
expansion.  This  does  mean  that  the  food 
stamp  program  is  on  the  move.  It  does 
not  mean  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  or  those  who  support  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  for  one  moment 
want  one  person  in  America  to  go  with¬ 
out  adequate  food.  So  far  as  I  know,  no 
one  is  starving  in  America  today,  despite 
the  comments  made,  despite  the  TV 
commentaries,  and  the  documentaries. 
There  is  no  starvation  in  America.  Yes, 
there  is  malnutrition,  which  we  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  reach  through  efforts  of  the 
legislative  branch  working  in  concert 
with  the  executive  branch. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
statement  of  Mr.  Richard  Lyng,  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary,  before  the  Select  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Nutrition  and  Human  Needs,  on 
June  19,  1970. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  Mr.  Richard  Lyng,  Assistant 
Secretary 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Select 
Committee:  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s 
accomplishments  toward  meeting  the  food 
needs  of  hungry  people.  I  consider  it  a  dra¬ 
matic  record  of  achievement. 


Ten  million  people  in  needy  families  are 
today  benefiting  from  either  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  or  the  Commodity  Distribution  Pro¬ 
gram.  At  the  time  of  President  Nixon’s 
“Hunger  Message”  to  the  Congress  on  May  6, 
1969,  that  figure  was  only  6.9  million. 

Except  in  a  handful  of  the  nation’s  3,129 
counties  and  independent  cities,  one  or  the 
other  of  these  family  food  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  is  now  available  or  in  the  final  plan¬ 
ning  stage.  A  little  over  a  year  ago,  440  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  nation  had  no  program  and  no 
plans  for  one. 

Over  the  past  year,  expanded  school  and 
non-school  food  service  programs  have  en¬ 
abled  us  to  reach  some  5  miUion  needy 
youngsters  daily  with  free  or  reduced  price 
lunches.  A  year  ago  only  3  million  children 
received  such  free  or  reduced  price  meals. 

That’s  a  capsule  of  the  record.  This  morn¬ 
ing  I’d  like  to  review  how  we  achieved  today’s 
levels  and  touch  upon  our  plans  for  the 
future. 

The  hard  work,  persistence,  and  coopera¬ 
tion  of  many  people  from  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governmental  agencies,  the  Congress, 
and  the  private  sector — all  have  made  pos¬ 
sible  the  progress  I  report  to  you.  A  key 
factor,  too,  is  the  new  agency — the  Food  and 
Nutrition  Service — organized  last  summer  by 
Secretary  Hardin  shortly  after  the  President’s 
message.  This  agency  specializes  and  concen¬ 
trates  its  efforts  on  the  administration  of 
the  Federal  food  programs,  and  has  strength¬ 
ened  the  local-State-Federal  system  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  nutrition  activities. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  was  dramati¬ 
cally  expanded  immediately  following  ap¬ 
proval  in  late  November  of  the  1970  USDA 
appropriations.  The  amount  of  money  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department  for  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  was  more  than  doubled.  On  Decem¬ 
ber  2,  we  announced  the  general  outline  of 
the  modifications  and  on  December  18  Secre¬ 
tary  Hardin  detailed  the  two  major  features : 

(1)  To  give  more  stamps  to  recipients,  and 

(2)  to  lower  purchase  requirements  for  par¬ 
ticipation.  The  level  of  stamp  issuance  is  now 
$106  per  month  for  a  family  of  four.  This 
amount  varies  by  size  of  family.  At  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  no  more  than  one-third  of  the  re¬ 
cipient’s  total  income  is  required  to  receive 
food  stamps,  and  most  participants  need  pay 
no  more  than  one-fourth. 

Our  latest  figures — for  May — show  an  esti¬ 
mated  5.9  million  people  being  served  by 
this  program.  They  received  a  total  of  nearly 
$87  million  in  bonus  coupons  during  May — 
up  from  $24  million  last  December,  prior  to 
introduction  of  the  new  schedules.  That’s  3/2 
times  as  much  in  only  5  months. 

NO  PROGRAM  COUNTIES 

We  have  conducted  a  campaign  since  the 
President’s  message  to  make  family  food 
programs — either  food  stamps  or  donated 
commodities — available  in  all  the  440  coun¬ 
ties  which  on  May  6  a  year  ago  had  no  family 
food  assistance  program  nor  plans  for  one. 
By  June  30  that  number  will,  we  think,  be 
down  to  less  than  20.  We  are  making  every 
effort  to  meet  the  President’s  goal  to  get  a 
food  program  commitment  for  every  one  of 
these  last  few  counties. 

COMMODITY  DISTRIBUTION  PROGRAM 

Our  Commodity  Distribution  Program  has 
been  improved,  too.  Participation  in  May 
reached  an  estimated  4  million  people  in 
needy  families.  Participants  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  plus  those  receiving  food  stamps,  add 
up  to  nearly  10  million  people  reached  by  a 
family  food  program  last  month. 

The  commodity  program  has  been  strength¬ 
ened,  too,  in  several  ways.  A  greater  variety 
is  available  in  most  distribution  centers.  New, 
specially  enriched  or  fortified  foods  are  being 
offered.  And  the  help  of  a  $15  million  alloca¬ 
tion  of  USDA  funds  has  enabled  the  States 
to  help  start  new  programs  and  improve 
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existing  ones  by  setting  up  additional  dis¬ 
tribution  points,  establishing  better  storage 
facilities,  eliminating  restrictive  distribu¬ 
tion  polices,  and  making  food  available  at 
all  seasons  of  the  year.  These  improved  de¬ 
livery  systems  are  making  it  possible  for  more 
of  the  needy  to  utilize  a  greater  variety  of 
the  23  foods  we  make  available  than  they 
have  in  past  years. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 

The  focus  of  our  child  nutrition  programs 
has  been  re-oriented  to  emphasize  feeding 
children  from  poor  homes — particularly  those 
who  attend  old,  poorly-equipped  city  schools 
without  kitchens  or  cafterias.  The  goal  was 
set  last  December  to  reach  6.6  million  poor 
children  by  Thanksgiving.  Substantial  prog¬ 
ress  has  been  made  toward  that  goal,  as  I 
earlier  indicated.  Recent  legislation  will  make 
possible  programs  which  will  produce  further 
increases. 

The  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  is  now 
giving  top  priority  to  the  development  of  the 
required  Federal  Regulations  under  P.L.  91- 
248.  In  order  that  all  concerned  individuals 
and  agencies  can  have  equal  opportunity  to 
submit  their  views  on  the  scope  and  content 
of  these  regulations,  we  intend  to  publish 
them,  first,  as  proposed  regulations.  The  final 
regulations  will  be  issued  after  considering 
all  comments  and  suggestions  received. 

The  time  for  this  is  short — State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  need  to  have  maximum  lead 
time  in  planning  how  best  to  implement  the 
new  legislation  in  thousands  of  local  schools. 
Yet,  we  felt  it  to  be  in  the  best  long  range 
interest  of  children  to  have  the  benefit  of 
the  advice  and  counsel  of  all  interested 
groups  in  formulating  the  new  regulations. 

QUALITY  OF  PROGRAMS 

While  we  have  concentrated  much  effort 
during  the  past  year  in  getting  family  food 
programs  into  the  reluctant  counties,  we 
have  also  devoted  positive  attention  to  mak¬ 
ing  the  programs  more  fully  effective — to  try 
to  meet  the  needs  of  all  of  the  poor  in  each 
of  the  nation’s  3,129  counties  and  indepen¬ 
dent  cities. 

This  Committee  recently  invited  two  U.S. 
Army  Captains  to  testify  on  the  study  they 
made  last  summer  for  the  President’s  Urban 
Affairs  Council.  Their  report  expressed  con¬ 
cern  about  procedures  for  monitoring  and 
evaluating  local  food  stamp  programs.  We 
share  this  concern,  and  the  Department  is 
actively  involved  in  the  review  of  State  and 
local  operations.  FNS  is  now  monitoring  pro¬ 
gram  operations  in  several  ways.  These  are: 

Onsite  evaluation  by  field  and  regional  per¬ 
sonnel. 

Administrative  reviews  of  State  and  local 
operations. 

Investigations  of  specific  complaints  re¬ 
ceived,  including  those  individual  recipients. 

Independent  audits  and  investigations  by 
the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General. 

Special  studies  and  surveys. 

We  still  have  a  need  to  strengthen  the 
systematic  review  and  evaluation  of  program 
effectiveness  at  the  local  level.  In  order  to 
improve  our  field  organization,  a  manage¬ 
ment  consulting  firm  was  employed  last  De¬ 
cember  and  has  recently  completed  its  study. 
Included  in  the  recommendations  are  some 
which  emphasize  the  need  to  develop  better 
evaluation  techniques  and  more  effective  use 
of  our  field  organization.  These  recommenda¬ 
tions  are  now  under  intensive  review  to  de¬ 
termine  how  best  to  proceed.  We  are  confi¬ 
dent  that  the  changes  which  will  result  as 
we  implement  the  recommendations  will  be 
a  major  step  forward  in  the  improvement  of 
our  monitoring  and  evaluation  system. 

One  of  the  great  needs,  in  addition  to  pro¬ 
viding  food  or  food  stamps  to  needy  people, 
is  to  assist  them  in  using  these  resources 
wisely  and  nutritiously.  We  are  especially 
proud  of  our  USDA-Cooperative  Extension 
Service  nutrition  aides.  More  than  6,800  of 
these  workers,  hired  from  among  the  people 
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they  work  with,  have  served  over  500,000 
needy  families,  throughout  the  land.  The  re¬ 
sults  in  terms  of  improved  nutrition  and 
household  food  management  have  been  a  real 
and  heartwarming  success. 

Secretary  Hardin  has  said  that  America 
has  "turned  the  corner”  in  its  drive  to  elim¬ 
inate  hunger  and  malnutrition.  We  cannot, 
we  will  not  slow  that  drive,  for  we  all  know 
that  much  more  remains  to  be  done. 

We  are  grateful  to  this  Committee  for  your 
continued  interest  in  ending  poverty  caused 
hunger  and  malnutrition.  We  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  I  was  unable  to  be  here  to  listen 
to  all  of  the  debate  today.  Since  2:30 
p.m.,  I  have  been  presiding  over  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  as  its  acting 
chairman,  considering  the  legislative  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

I '  merely  desire  to  reiterate  what  I 
understand  has  already  been  said  on  this 
floor  today,  that  we  should  be  practical 
in  our  approach  to  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 

Late  last  spring,  it  will  be  recalled,  the 
Senate  sent  to  the  House  a  resolution  to 
increase  the  amount  of  the  expenditure 
for  fiscal  1970  from  $340  million,  as  I 
recall  it,  to  $750  million.  That  resolution 
remained  in  the  House  for  several  months 
without  action.  In  November  of  last  year, 
a  resolution  was  finally  approved  by  both 
Houses,  but  instead  of  providing  the  $750 
million  which  the  Senate  had  voted  in  the 
spring,  the  amount  was  cut  back  to  $610 
million. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  has 
provided  in  this  bill  $1.25  billion  for  the 
food  stamp  program  during  this  fiscal 
year.  The  House  approved  a  similar 
amount  but  yet  the  full  program  cannot 
be  put  into  operation  unless  we  have  a 
new  authorization  bill  enacted. 

It  strikes  me,  as  was  stated  by  my 
good  friend  from  Kansas  (Mr.  Dole), 
that  the  amount  provided  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  is  a  great  increase 
over  last  year.  Tremendous  progress  has 
been  made  in  the  program.  My  fear  is 
that  if  the  present  amendment  is 
adopted,  we  will  have  great  difficulty  in 
getting  the  program  authorized  once 
again.  Unless  the  amount  is  authorized, 
the  subcommittee  will  be  unable  in  con¬ 
ference  to  come  to  a  decision  as  to  how 
much  to  provide  for  the  program. 

‘  "Under  present  law,  the  amount  auth¬ 
orized  is  only  $170  million.  That  is  all 
the  committee  is  authorized  to  provide. 
Yet  the  House  approved  $1,250,000,000, 
and  our- Appropriations  Committee  pro¬ 
vided  the  same  amount.  All  we  need  to 
make  this  available  at  present  would  be 
a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Senate  and 
House  authorizing  that  amount  and 
thereby  providing  the  $1,250,000,000  for 
the  food  stamp  program’s  operation  at 
its  current  level. 

This  is  a  far  cry  from  the  amount 
spent  last  year.  Mr.  Richard  Lyng,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  in  his  testimony  before  the 
Nutrition  Committee  on  June  19,  1970, 
stated  that  the  amount  of  money  being 
spent  at  present  is  $86  million  per  month. 

The  bill  in  its  present  form  would  pro¬ 
vide  $100  million  per  month — a  consider¬ 
able  increase. 

I  think  that  shows  great  progress.  If 
the  House  finally  acts  on  the  food  stamp 
bill  now  before  it,  it  may  be  that  more 


money  can  be  provided  by  way  of  an 
authorization.  If  the  House  does  provide 
a  greater  sum  than  this,  it  can  easily  be 
provided  through  a  supplemental  bill. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  Senate  will  vote 
realistically.  It  is  my  considered  judg¬ 
ment  that  if  we  adopt  what  the  Senate 
committee  and  the  House  provided  for, 
the  $1,250  million  within  the  next  4  or  5 
days  we  can  get  a  resolution  enacted  by 
the  Congress  authorizing  the  amount  ap¬ 
proved.  In  that  way  the  agricultural  bill 
can  be  placed  on  the  statute  books.  If  we 
have  no  authorization,  we  will  be  in  the 
same  fix  as  last  year,  when  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  conferees  for  about  6  or  7 
months  before  agreement  could  be 
reached.  What  was  the  reason  for  the 
delay?  We  had  no  authorization  for  the 
food  stamp  program. 

;  I,  therefore,  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
sustain  the  work  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee.  Let  me  give  assurance  that  as 
soon  as  that  is  done,  I  will  convene  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
of  which  I  am  chairman,  and  present  the 
resolution  authorizing  the  $1,250  million 
for  the  food  stamp  program  for  this  fiscal 
year.  I  am  sure  that  if  that  is  done,  we 
can  persuade  the  House  to  pass  such  a 
resolution.  I  am  sure  that  agreement  on 
this  approach  can  be  obtained,  because 
the  House  has  already  acted  on  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  provide  the  $1,250  million  in  this 
bill  in  order  to.administer  the  food  stamp 
program. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  further  to 
state  that  we  will  be  spending  $312,745,- 
000  on  commodity  distribution  during  fis¬ 
cal  1971.  The  committee  this  afternoon 
added  $216  million  more  for  that  pro¬ 
gram.  We  will  now  be  spending  on  child 
•nutrition  $901  million;  and  with  the 
other  food  programs  the  total  will  be 
$2,540,716,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  hopeful,  I  repeat, 
that  we  will  be  realistic  here.  We  should 
forget  about  the  politics  in  this  issue  and 
approve  what  the  subcommittee  has  sug¬ 
gested;  namely,  the  $1,250, 000, OOO.Within 
10  days,  I  feel  confident  that  we  can  get 
the  House  to  approve  the  authorization 
for  that  amount.  The  Senate,  I  am  sure, 
will  provide  for  it  and  we  can  have  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill  on  the 
desk  of  the  President  within  the  next  2 
weeks.  But  if  we  do  not  do  that,  it  may  be 
2  or  3  months  before  we  are  able  to  reach 
a  conference  agreement  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
does  the  Senator  say  is  the  total  being 
provided  for  school  lunch  programs  and 
the  programs  for  food  assistance? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Over  $2.5  billion. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  in  that  total 
of  over  $2.5  billion,  is  the  Senator  in¬ 
cluding  welfare  payments? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  not. 

Mr.  LONG.  It  might  be  well  to  keep  in 
mind  that  in  addition  to  the  welfare  pro¬ 
grams,  the  administration  has  in  com¬ 
mittee  a  welfare  bill  in  which  we  expect 
to  report  such  amendments  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  votes  favorably  on.  We  should 
realize  that  I  think  that  Welfare  pay¬ 
ments  would  increase  the  amount  to  $4 
billion,  and  add  15  million  people  to  the 
welfare  rolls.  Much  of  that  money  would 
be  spent  for  food  if  the  people  want  to 
spend  it  on  food. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 


not  want  to  get  into  any  arguments  over 
the  welfare  program.  I  am  simply  sug¬ 
gesting  that  the  Senate  act  realistically 
and  get  the  program  continued.  As  I 
have  said,  the  bill  as  it  is  now  being 
presented,  insofar  as  food  stamps  are 
concerned,  would  provide  more  than  $100 
million  a  month,  whereas  they  are  now 
spending  about  $86  million. 

I  think,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  great 
progress  has  been  made.  We  should  keep 
that  up.  We  should  keep  the  program 
underway,  on  a  realistic  basis  that  will 
be  workable  and  responsive  to  the  need, 
and  on  a  basis  that  we  are  sure  the 
House  will  accept.  The  USDA  has  given 
assurances  that  under  the  present  level 
of  funding,  provided  in  this  bill,  no 
county  or  city  will  be  left  out  of  a  family 
food  assistance  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sert  that  a  July  7,  1970,  letter  to  me  from 
Assistant  Secretary  Richard  Lyng  of  the 
USDA  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Office  of  Assistant  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  7,  1970. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  Thank  you  for 
your  telephone  call  this  morning  regarding 
the  USDA  budget  request  for  food  stamps. 

We  believe  the  $1.25  billion  request  is  suffi¬ 
cient  at  this  time  because: 

1.  The  gains  have  been  impressive: 


fl n  millions] 


May 

1969 

May 

1970 

Gain 

Participants  . 

Cost  per  month _ 

3.2 

$21.0 

5.9 

$86.0 

2.7 

$6.5 

2.  TOTAL  COSTS 

HAVE  GONE  UP  VERY  SHARPLY 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal 

1969 

1970 

(estimate) 

1971 

(budget) 

Food  stamps . . 

Commodities _ 

Child  nutrition . 

Other  food  programs... 

....  250,982 

....  285,717 

...  519,781 

...  144, 852 

610,  000 
295,  275 
581,  650 
146,  887 

1,  250,  000 
312,745 
901,557 
76,  416 

Total . 

...  1,201,332 

1,633,  814 

2,540,718 

3.  Although  it  may  be  that  there  will  be 
enough  counties  applying  for  food  stamp 
programs  during  fiscal  1971  to  exhaust  the 
$1.25  billion  appropriation,  at  this  time  we 
have  approved  all  counties  which  have  ap¬ 
plied  as  of  June  12,  1970.  We  will  be  able, 
within  the  appropriation,  to  establish  food 
stamp  programs  in  the  307  cities  or  counties 
which  are  now  changing  from  commodities 
to  food  stamps.  This  includes  New  York  City. 

4.  We  have  sufficient  funds  in  the  requested 
commodity  appropriation  to  assure  that  no 
county  or  city  will  be  left  out  of  a  family 
food  assistance  program. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  Lyng, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cranston).  The  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  had  the 
amendment  come  before  the  Senate  at  a 
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figure  of  $2  billion,  I  would  not  have  been 
able  to  support  it.  We  have  to  consider 
what  is  possible,  what  the  other  body 
will  do,  what  final  figure  will  emerge,  and 
what  the  President’s  reaction  will  be. 

I  myself  am  hesitant  to  support  any 
figure  that  exceeds  the  budget.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  am  aware  of  the  likelihood 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  will 
probably  arrive  at  some  conference 
agreement  with  the  Senate  on  the  final 
figure. 

I  have  been  urging  some  of  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  amendment  to  raise  the  figure 
to  $2  billion  to  consider  a  lower  sum  so 
that  what  comes  out  finally  may  be  more 
nearly  the  budget  figure  than  would  have 
been  likely  had  the  figure  passed  at  $2 
billion. 

I,  therefore,  have  to  assume  some  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  having  helped  to  influ¬ 
ence  the  sponsors  of  the  legislation  to 
reduce  their  original  amendment  to 
$1,750  million,  which  represents  a  quar¬ 
ter  of  a  million  dollars  less  than  the 
original  suggestion.  Having  accepted  that 
responsibility,  I  would  feel  obligated  to 
support  the  compromise  amount. 

I  realize  that  there  is  little  or  no 
limitation  on  the  amount  which  could 
be  spent  on  the  program  except  the  limi¬ 
tations  of  the  Federal  revenue  in  a  given 

year.  , 

While  I  would  like  to  have  stayed  with 
the  $1,250  million,  having  helped  to  bring 
about  an  adjustment  downward,  which 
may  come  still  further  downward  in  con¬ 
ference  and  be,  therefore,  nearer  the 
budget  figure,  I  have  decided  that  under 
all  of  these  circumstances  and  in  view  of 
my  own  participation  in  the  attempt  to 
bring  about  a  satisfactory  solution  that  I 
will  vote  to  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cranston).  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  McGovern  amendment  as  modi¬ 
fied. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
all  deeply  concerned  about  hunger  and 
starvation  and  near  starvation  in  this 
country.  The  point  was  made  earlier  in 
the  debate  that  everybody  is  in  favor 
of  eliminating  hunger.  The  problem  is 
that  we  are  not  willing  to  pay  the  price 
to  eliminate  it.  We  have  large  quantities 
of  surplus  food  rotting  away.  Yet,  it  is 
incredible  that  we  have  so  many  Ameri¬ 
cans  who  are  hungry. 

The  reason  I  have  taken  the  floor  is  to 
address  myself  to  the  parliamentary  sit¬ 
uation,  particularly  with  reference  to 
the  other  body.  A  great  deal  has  been 
made  of  the  difficulty  we  will  have  in 
dealing  with  the  other  body. 

We  should  all  realize  that  one  of  the 
major  reasons  we  are  facing  difficulties 
is  that  we  backed  into  the  hunger  pro¬ 
gram  in  this  country.  It  originated  from 
the  agricutural  subsidies  program  when 
the  farmers  felt  it  would  be  of  assistance 
to  them  to  be  able  to  dispose  of  sur¬ 
pluses. 

The  agricultural  committees  there¬ 
fore  have  been  charged  with  the  re- 
ponsibility  of  legislating  a  good  portion 
of  the  food  stamp  program.  The  pro¬ 
gram  is  reklly  outside  of  their  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  it  is  related  to  welfare  programs, 
rather  than  farm  programs. 


The  situation  is  particularly  acute  in 
the  House.  Two  or  three  years  ago  while 
serving  in  that  body,  I  was  trying  to  get 
together  a  coalition  on  a  bipartisan  basis 
of  committees  consisting  of  representa¬ 
tives  who  were  concerned  and  who 
wanted  to  do  something  about  the  hun¬ 
ger  problem. 

Our  greatest  problem  involved  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee.  The  mem¬ 
bers  of  that  committee  seem  more  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  subsidy  program  and 
keeping  the  agriculture  program  in  this 
country  to  support  the  farmers.  Their 
chief  interest  in  terms  of  food  stamps 
and  commodity  programs  appears  to  be 
to  get  some  of  the  surpluses  off  the  backs 
of  the  farmers.  I  sympathize  with  the 
farmers’  problem  of  overproduction. 
But  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we 
use  the  surplus  commodities  intelligently 
to  help  the  less  fortunate  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  It  is  also  imperative  that  we  put 
money  into  the  food  stamp  and  other 
programs  to  feed  those  in  our  country 
who  are  suffering  from  malnutrition  and 
serious  health  problems;  many  of  whom 
are  disabled  for  life  because  of  the  lack 
of  proper  nutrition  at  a  young  age. 

I  think  the  best  way  to  deal  with  the 
problem  is  to  agree  to  the  amendment 
and  for  the  Senate  to  stand  firm  and  let 
the  other  body  know  that  we  are  totally 
committed  to  providing  this  necessary 
money  with  which  to  feed  our  fellow 
Americans.  We  should  let  them  know 
that  they  might  even  be  jeopardizing 
some  of  their  hallowed  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams  if  they  do  not  recognize  the  reali¬ 
ties  of  the  Senate  majority. 

If  we  hold  up  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations,  it  will  be  regrettable. 

I  think  that  we  need  some  of  those 
programs.  They  are  very  important.  I 
think  that  we  do  have  to  demonstrate  to 
the  members  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  and  to  other  Members  of  the 
House  that  we  do  have  a  firm  resolution 
on  this  matter.  The  best  way  to  do  it  is 
to  provide  the  funds  sought  in  the 
McGovern  amendment.  The  amendment 
is  cosponsored  by  my  colleague.  Senator 
Javits  who  cannot  be  here  today  but  who 
desperately  wished  that  he  could  be 
present.  I  speak  for  him,  I  know,  in  say¬ 
ing  that  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cranston)  .  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  McGovern  amendment  as 
modified. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  while 
Senators  are  present  who  were  not  here 
when  I  read  the  letter  dated  July  7  from 
Under  Secretary  Lyng,  who  handles  this 
problem  for  the  Secretary  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  I  want  to  read  one 
paragraph  of  the  letter. 

It  reads : 

We  have  requested  $1,250,000,000  for  the 
food  stamp  program  in  fiscal  1971.  These 
funds  will  allow  us  to  operate  the  program 
in  the  1747  counties  where  it  is  presently 
operating,  and  in  307  counties  or  inde¬ 
pendent  cities,  including  New  York  City  that 
are  now  in  the  process  of  initiating  a  food 
stamp  program  or  changing  over  from  com¬ 
modity  distribution  to  food  stamps. 

I  digress  to  say  that  the  307  counties 
plus  the  1,747  counties  make  a  total  of 
2,054  counties  in  which  these  food  stamp 
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programs  are  already  operating  or  will  be 
imminently. 

That  is  in  a  different  part  of  the  bill. 

The  $312,000,000,  which  we  have  requested 
for  commodity  distribution  will  allow  us 
to  provide  family  food  assistance  in  all  those 
counties  which  have  not  requested  the  food 
stamp  program. 

In  other  words,  he  states  in  this  para¬ 
graph  very  clearly  there  will  be  no  county 
or  independent  city  which  will  not  have 
either  a  food  stamp  program  or  com¬ 
modity  program  out  of  the  sum  which 
they  have  asked  us  to  provide,  and  which 
is  so  much  larger  than  anything  ever  pro¬ 
vided  before. 

Not  only  do  we  have  the  assurance  of 
the  Department  to  that  effect,  but  also 
we  have  the  practical  facts  as  stated  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  El- 
lender)  .  I  think  some  Senators  were  not 
in  the  Chamber  when  he  made  his  state¬ 
ment.  He  reminded  us  that  last  year 
when  we  came  to  an  impasse  with  the 
House  and  we  had  no  authorization  bill 
for  this  program,  that  the  Senate  passed 
immediately  and  almost  without  a  dis¬ 
senting  vote  a  $750  million  emergency 
resolution,  which  after  some  weeks  was 
passed  by  the  House  in  the  amount  of 
$610  million,  which  enabled  us  to  go 
ahead  for  the  period  of  time,  which  was 
required  until  we  got  that  bill  worked  out. 
He  reminded  us  also  that  when  we  were 
debating  the  supplemental  bill,  and  when 
it  became  clear  we  had  no  authorization 
for  any  months  beginning  July  1 — and 
we  are  now  in  July — he  offered  an 
amendment  which  was  both  legislation 
and  appropriation  to  provide  $300  mil¬ 
lion  to  be  used  in  the  first  4  months  of 
1971  with  the  additional  provision  that 
when  the  authorization  and  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  had  been  passed  that  the 
amount  would  be  charged  against  the 
total  of  the  appropriation  for  1971. 

He  stated,  and  I  think  he  is  so  right 
on  this  matter  I  must  restate  it,  that 
with  the  $1.25  billion  which  the  House 
put  in  and  the  $1.25  billion  which  our 
committee  put  in,  both  being  the  amount 
the  budget  requested,  he  thinks  we  would 
get  a  conference  report  without  question 
on  the  agriculture  appropriation  bill 
within  a  period  of  days.  I  think  he  stated 
10  days.  I  think  he  is  sound  in  that 
observation. 

The  importance  of  that  is  that  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  on  the  food  stamp  situa¬ 
tion  is  in  a  terrible  fix.  We  sent  it  over 
there  last  September.  It  has  not  been  re¬ 
ported  there  and  the  last  word  I  have 
from  the  committee  members  is  a  state¬ 
ment  from  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  week  ago  that  they  had  agreed 
to  divide  the  bills,  the  food  stamp  bill 
from  the  farm  bill  and  report  them  out 
separately. 

Only  yesterday  one  of  the  members 
told  me  they  had  decided  to  report  the 
farm  bill  first  and  after  action  on  that  in 
the  House  they  would  report  the  food 
stamp  bill.  It  makes  clear  that  legislation 
is  a  long  way  off  and  it  might  be  the  last 
thing  we  do  before  we  go  home;  whereas, 
if  we  come  out  of  appropriations  with 
$1.25  billion  in  the  conference  report,  on 
the  condition  there  be  some  authorizing 
in  September,  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana,  who  showed  such  great  influence  in 
this  bill  and  accomplished  the  two  things 
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I  mentioned,  stated  he  felt  he  could  get 
immediate  action  on  a  resolution  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  amount  agreed  to  in  both 
Houses  and  in  the  conference  report; 
then,  once  available  as  an  authorized 
amount,  to  move  ahead. 

The  only  item  I  am  going  to  mention 
is  the  increase  on  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  to  $216  million.  It  is  supposed  to 
be  set  up  between  now  and  the  beginning 
of  the  school  year  in  September,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  said,  so  they  will 
have  a  much  sounder  distribution  of 
school  lunches  in  all  States  of  the  Union. 

I  want  every  Senator  to  know  that  in 
my  opinion  and  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  other  Senators  who  sat  on  these 
conferences,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska — and  someone  else  made  the  same 
statement  a  while  ago — we  are  taking 
too  great  a  chance  with  the  fortunes  of 
other  people,  their  lives  and  food,  and 
the  whole  program  if  we  were  to  increase 
this  amount  from  $1.25  billion  to  $1.75 
billion.  I  think  it  would  be  a  tragedy  to  do 
it. 

I  will  use  my  best  efforts  in  conference 
to  work  the  matter  out  but  I  do  know 
what  to  expect  there  and  I  know  we  will 
not  have  anything  in  conference  on  the 
food  stamp  program,  except  under  the 
plans  over  there  for  several  months.  I 
speak  of  the  food  stamp  conference  be¬ 
cause,  unfortunately,  I  will  have  to  sit 
on  the  food  stamp  conference  and  also 
this  appropriation  bill.  It  is  going  to  be 
difficult  if  this  amount  is  put  in.  It  will 
mean  a  loss  not  only  to  the  school  lunch 
program.  Realizing  the  appealing  nature 
of  a  program  of  this  kind  and  how  easy 
it  would  be  to  meet  a  shortage — I  do  not 
think  there  will  be  a  shortage — but  how 
easy  it  is  to  meet  such  a  situation.  I  think 
we  should  go  ahead  with  $1.25  billion  and 
be  prepared  for  speedy  handling  of  the 
Agriculture  Appropriations  conference. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  rejected. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
stand  to  oppose  the  amendment  which 
would  increase  the  food  stamp  program 
from  $1,250,000,000  to  $1,750,000,000. 
The  amount  requested  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  sufficient  and  will  in  fact  in¬ 
sure  that  every  city  and  county  will  have 
a  family  food  assistance  program.  As  of 
June  12,  1970,  the  applications  of  all 
counties  which  have  applied  have  been 
approved  and  the  funds  necessary  to 
operate  such  programs  have  been  taken 
into  account.  The  amount  for  the  fiscal 
year  1970  was  $610,000,000.  The  present 
request  for  $1,250,000,000  is  an  increase 
of  $640,000,000. 

Mr.  President,  in  these  days  of  fiscal 
difficulty,  shall  we  come  here  and  say 
that  we  want  to  authorize  $500  million 
more  than  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  requested  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram?  This  would  be  an  increase  of  40 
percent  over  the  amount  requested  by 
the  administration  and  187  percent  over 
the  amount  for  last  year.  I  do  not  think 
that  this  sizable  increase  in  1  year  is 
justified  or  necessary. 

It  is  a  basic  economic  fact  of  life  that 
excessive  spending  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  a  major  contributing  factor 
to  the  inflationary  activity  which  con¬ 
tinues  to  plague  our  Nation.  It  is  also 


basic  that  the  cure  resides  largely  in  the 
exercise  of  sound  economic  policies  and 
fiscal  restraint  by  the  Congress.  If  we 
as  a  nation  choose  to  ignore  these  eco¬ 
nomic  facts  of  life,  the  future  conse¬ 
quences  are  not  hard  to  predict. 

At  the  end  of  1970  our  Nation  will 
have  a  national  debt  of  $373  billion. 
This  is  the  highest  fiscal  year-end  debt 
in  history.  This  is  a  sizable  jump  over 
the  $357  billion  year-end  debt  for  last 
year.  The  $16  billion  debt  increase  came 
during  a  year  when  military  spending 
dropped  a  half  billion  dollars  from  the 
previous  year,  economic  aid  expendi¬ 
tures  were  reduced  by  $80  million  from 
last  year,  and  space  spending  was  cut  by 
more  than  $670  million. 

Mr.  President,  the  present  appropria¬ 
tion  request  is  sufficient  for  obtaining 
the  objectives  of  the  bill.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  the  amendment  to  increase  the 
food  stamp  program  funds  by  $500  mil¬ 
lion  would  defeat  the  administration’s 
objective  of  curbing  the  high  rate  of 
inflation  our  Nation  is  experiencing. 
This  body  cannot  afford  to  further  con¬ 
tribute  to  this  already  serious  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  urge  the 
Senate  to  reject  this  amendment. 

FULL  FUNDING  FOR  FOOD  STAMPS 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern)  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  his  outstanding  and  dedi¬ 
cated  efforts  to  feed  the  hungry  people 
of  our  Nation.  It  is  with  pleasure  that  I 
join  him  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
■  ment  to  provide  full  funding  of  the  food 
stamp  program. 

The  amendment  is  to  raise  the  appro¬ 
priation  from  the  $1.25  billion  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  to  $1.75  bil¬ 
lion.  This  figure  is  much  nearer  the  $2 
billion  figure  authorized  by  the  Senate 
last  fall. 

Adequate  funding  of  the  food  stamp 
program  will  permit  us  to  reach  the  14 
million  people  estimated  to  be  in  need 
of  immediate  food  aid.  This  estimate  of 
14  million  people  who  are  not  adequately 
fed  was  made  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Unless  this  amendment  is  accepted  and 
the  food  stamp  program  is  fully  funded, 
some  4  million  people  will  continue  to 
suffer  without  adequate  food.  Our  present 
commodities  distribution  program 
reached  4  million,  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  reaches  6  million  people.  Together, 
these  programs  reach  only  10  million  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  14  million  who  are  in  need  of 
immediate  food  aid. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  last  several  days 
in  our  consideration  of  various  appro¬ 
priations  bills,  there  has  been  frequent 
reference  to  the  need  to  reexamine  our 
Nation’s  priorities.  In  my  view,  providing 
needed  food  to  the  people  of  this  Nation 
is  unquestionably  one  of  the  most  essen¬ 
tial  responsibilities  of  the  Government. 

This  great  Nation  produces  food  in 
abundance.  We  constantly  struggle  to 
control  the  problem  of  overproduction  in 
the  agricultural  area.  Let  us  take  action 
now  to  halt  the  cruel  irony  of  letting  mil¬ 
lions  of  our  citizens  go  hungry  while  we 
concern  ourselves  with  the  continuing 
problem  of  overproduction. 


Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  noted 
last  fall,  when  we  passed  the  food  stamp 
reform  bill  that  debates  about  the  coun¬ 
try’s  ability  to  feed  the  poor  pointless- 
ly  end  in  a  wrangle  about  money,  loss  of 
personal  incentives,  and  concern  over 
proving  the  relationship  between  good 
nutrition  and  desired  productivity. 

Yet,  there  is  more  than  enough  evi¬ 
dence  that  a  poor  diet  produces  an  in¬ 
effective,  nonproductive  citizen.  My  sup¬ 
port  today,  Mr.  President,  goes  to  Senator 
McGovern  and  the  other  Senators  who 
seek  to  raise  the  appropriation  for  the 
food  stamp  program  to  $1.75  billion  for 
fiscal  1971. 

I  am  constantly  concerned  about  the 
needs  of  our  hungry  poor  and  the  faulty 
way  our  Federal  assistance  programs  op¬ 
erate  to  meet  those  needs.  There  are 
more  than  25  million  poor  people  in  this 
country  who  are  indisputably  suffering 
from  poor  diets  because  of  their  low  in¬ 
come.  An  additional  15  million  people 
with  marginal  incomes  also  require  as¬ 
sistance  to  improve  the  quality  of  their 
diets.  There  is  no  question  that  because 
America  can  feed  its  hungry  citizens, 
America  should  feed  them.  Sadly  though, 
when  we  are  asked  to  consider  food 
assistance  for  the  poor,  we  make  prob¬ 
ing  inquiries  about  the  usefulness  of  an 
adequate  diet  instead  of  getting  on  with 
the  task  of  providing  for  ways  to  get  food 
to  those  who  need  it. 

Since  the  vigorous  actions  of  the 
Nutrition  Committee  have  spotlighted 
the  extent  of  malnutrition  among  Amer¬ 
ica’s  poor,  some  changes  have  begun  to 
appear. 

In  1969,  there  were  3  million  Ameri¬ 
cans  receiving  food  stamps.  During  1970, 
6  million  got  stamps.  Today,  we  are  here 
to  guarantee  that  for  1971  there  will  be 
8  million  of  the  poor  to  get  food  stamps. 
While  assistance  for  those  10  million  is 
vitally  important,  we  must  not  forget 
that  three  times  that  many  people  re¬ 
main  to  be  helped.  While  we  debate  here 
today  about  the  cost  of  feeding  a  frac¬ 
tion  of  the  poor,  30  million  Americans 
with  inadequate  incomes  will  continue  to 
go  hungry. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  vote  for  the  meas¬ 
ure  authorizing  an  increase  of  funds  for 
food  stamps  so  that  8  million  hungry 
poor  in  this  country  can  be  included  in 
that  food  stamp  program.  But  I  continue 
to  be  distressd  by  the  failure  of  that  pro¬ 
gram  to  include  all  of  the  people  who 
need  assistance  in  getting  the  food  they 
need  for  a  healthy  diet. 

In  my  home  State  of  Massachusetts, 
less  than  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the 
people  with  low  income  receive  food 
stamps.  Some  of  the  local  administrators 
up  there  hesitate  to  take  the  initiative  to 
get  the  food  stamp  program  introduced 
in  their  communities.  They  complain 
that  the  costs  of  administering  the  stamp 
program  are  too  high.  But  even  if  every 
community  in  Massachusetts  adopted 
the  stamp  program  right  now,  there 
would  be  very  few  of  the  poor  who  could 
afford  its  benefits. 

In  Massachusetts,  a  four-member  fam¬ 
ily  with  no  other  source  of  income  re¬ 
ceives  $300  a  month  from  the  State  wel¬ 
fare  department.  In  order  to  receive  an 
allotted  $106  worth  of  food  through  the 
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stamp  program,  that  family  must  spend 
$76  of  its  $300  monthly  income. 

For  the  great  majority  of  such  fam¬ 
ilies,  that  26  percent  of  their  income  is 
too  much  to  spend  for  what  they  believe 
is  not  nearly  a  big  enough  bonus.  That 
creates  a  paradox.  In  my  State,  a  needy 
family  receives  more  in  welfare  payments 
than  needy  families  in  almost  every  other 
State.  But  because  they  receive  higher 
welfare  payments  than  recipients  in  most 
other  States,  people  in  Massachusetts 
are  effectively  penalized  by  the  federally 
established  rules  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  Why  then,  should  that  Massachu¬ 
setts  family  getting  $300  a  month  pay 
nearly  4  times  more  for  food  than  a 
family  whose  income  is  two-thirds 
smaller? 

If  that  four-member  Massachusetts 
family  lived  in  some  other  State  where 
assistance  payments  amount  to  only  $100 
a  month,  they  could  purchase  $125  worth 
of  food  for  about  $20.  Food  assistance 
programs  continue  to  be  based,  therefore, 
on  criteria  other  than  need. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  vote  here  today 
for  more  money  for  food  stamps  even 
though  I  know  that  this  alone  will  not 
improve  the  food  stamp  situation  in 
Massachusetts.  For  the  hungry  poor  who 
live  up  there,  the  most  important  thing 
that  can  be  done  in  this  Congress  is  to 
provide  for  an  equitable  food  assistance 
program — that  will  make  enough  food 
available  to  those  who  need  it,  based  on 
nutritional  requirements  and  not  based 
solely  upon  ability  to  pay. 

I  urge  that  we  vote  to  increase  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  food  stamps  to  $1.75  bil¬ 
lion.  I  also  want  to  see  a  program  that 
will  adequately  serve  every  American 
who  needs  help  in  providing  for  a  nutri¬ 
tious  diet. 

In  the  bill  we  passed  last  September, 
there  are  provisions  to  raise  the  stamp 
bonus  for  recipients  and  to  extend  cov¬ 
erage  to  more  people.  Final  congression¬ 
al  action  on  that  bill  will  help  to  relieve 
the  problems  of  the  many  American  fam¬ 
ilies  suffering  from  malnutrition  and 
hunger.  Our  action  here  today  will  deter¬ 
mine  in  large  measure,  how  close  we 
have  approached  the  goals  set  forth  in 
the  commitment  made  last  fall  to  meet 
the  serious  nutritional  needs  of  millions 
of  Americans. 

Mr.  President,  I  fully  support  the  ef¬ 
forts  made  here  today  to  guarantee  that 
the  food  stamp  appropriation  will  be 
$1.75  billion  for  fiscal  1971. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (No. 
763) .  On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  (after  having  voted  in  the 
negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)  .  If  he  were  present,  he  would  vote 
“yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would 
vote  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative) .  I  have  a  live  pair  with  the 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Percy)  . 
If  he  were  present,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 
I  have  voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote 


and  state  that  if  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote 
I  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  STENNIS  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Ribicoff).  If  he  were  present,  he  would 
vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  TALMADGE  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  Symington)  .  If  he  were  present,  he 
would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  permitted  to 
vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I  therefore 
withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son)  ,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Dodd)  ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Harris)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke),  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  (Mr.  Metcalf),  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Sparkman),  and 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton)  ,  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel),  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribi¬ 
coff),  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  (Mr. 
Gravel),  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  Harris)  ,  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  v(Mr.  Ribicoff)  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  (Mr.  Magnuson)  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Spark¬ 
man)  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mi-.  Curtis)  , 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mrs. 
Smith)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook)  ,  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits),  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy),  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Baker)  and  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
(Mr.  Goldwater)  are  detained  on  official 
business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mrs.  Smith)  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
(Mr.  Percy)  has  been  previously  an¬ 
nounced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Javits)  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis).  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  (Mr.  Murphy)  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater). 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
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California  would  vote  "yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Cook)  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  43, 
nays  28,  as  follows: 

[No.  225  Leg.] 


YEAS — 43 


Bayh 

Hollings 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Hughes 

Pell 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy 

Randolph 

Case 

Mansfield 

Saxbe 

Church 

Mathias 

Schweiker 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Scott 

Cranston 

McGovern 

Smith,  Ill. 

Eagleton 

McIntyre 

Spong 

Fong 

Mondale 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

Montoya 

Williams,  N.J. 

Goodell 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Muskie 

Hatfield 

Nelson 

NAYS— 28 

Aiken 

Dominick 

McClellan 

Allen 

Eastland 

Miller 

Allott 

Ellender 

Packwood 

Bellmon 

Ervin 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Fannin 

Thurmond 

Bible 

Gurney 

Tower 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hansen 

Williams,  Del. 

Cannon 

HoUand 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Cotton 

Hruska 

Dole 

Jordan,  Idaho 

PRESENT  AND  GIVING  LIVE  PAIRS,  AS 

PREVIOUSLY  RECORDED — 4j 

Long,  against. 
Griffin,  against. 
Stennis,  against. 
Talmadge,  against. 


Anderson 

Baker 

Cook 

Curtis 

Dodd 

Goldwater 

Gore 

Gravel 

Harris 


NOT  VOTING— 25 


Hartke 

Javits 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Magnuson 

McGee 

Metcalf 

Mundt 

Murphy 

Percy 


Ribicoff 

Russell 

Smith,  Maine 

Sparkman 

Stevens 

Symington 

Young,  Ohio 


So  Mr.  McGovern’s  amendment  was 
agreed  to 

&Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLDINGS.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  have  the  attention  of  the  Senate, 
I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  a  time  limitation  of  30 
minutes  on  all  further  amendments  to 
be  considered,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Nelson  amendment,  which  I  think  can 
be  worked  out  later,  the  time  to  be 
equally  divided  between  the  sponsor  of 
the  amendment  and  the  manager  of  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  how  many  min¬ 
utes?  What  was  the  debating  time? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Thirty  minutes,  15 
minutes  to  a  side  on  each  amendment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
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stand  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  may  have  an 
amendment  on  which  I  cannot  agree  to 
that  limitation. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  the  request,  and  express  the 
hope  that  the  sponsors  of  amendments 
will  be  brief,  because  of  commitments 
which  have  been  made  for  this  evening 
months  prior  to  tonight. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  It  may  be  a  little  more 
difficult  for  him  to  respond,  in  view  of 
what  has  just  happened,  but  I  would  like 
to  have  him  give  the  Senate  some  indi¬ 
cation  of  what  the  program  will  be  for 
the  remainder  of  today  and  the  rest  of 
the  week,  if  possible. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  question  raised  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  acting  minority  leader,  there 
is  still  a  possibility  that  we  could  finish 
the  pending  measure  tonight,  but  it  looks 
doubtful.  It  is  anticipated  that  if  we  do 
not  finish  tonight,  we  will  finish  at  a 
relatively  early  time  tomorrow. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL 
10  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  at  this  time  that  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  completes  its  business  tonight,  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  10  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OF  SEN¬ 
ATOR  GOODELL  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that,  following  the  30  minutes 
already  allotted  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Talmadge)  to¬ 
morrow,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Goodell)  be  recognized 
for  not  to  exceed  30  minutes,  and  that 
following  the  conclusion  of  his  remarks 
the  Senate  proceed  immediately  to  the 
consideration  of  the  pending  measure  if 
it  has  not  been  completed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  CON¬ 
TINUED  —  UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  If  action  on  the 
pending  measure  has  been  completed, 
the  next  item  will  be  S.  3302,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950,  to  which  there  will  be  a  number  of 
amendments  proposed.  I  understand  that 
the  first  amendment  will  very  likely  be 
offered  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah,  the  ranking  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  (Mr.  Bennett)  .  It  is  hoped,  if  the 
Senate  approves,  that  it  will  be  possible 
also  tomorrow — whether  or  not  we  com¬ 
plete  action  on  the  Defense  Production 


Act — to  take  up  the  Legislative  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  which  was  reported  by  the 
committee  unanimously  and  which  I  hope 
will  be  cleared  with  the  rest  of  the  Senate 
so  that  we  can  move  forward  on  these 
bills. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Now  that  the  Senator 
has  announced  that  if  we  do  not  finish 
at  a  reasonable  time  tonight  we  may 
go  over,  can  the  Senator  give  the  Sen¬ 
ate  any  idea  as  to  what  his  target  clos¬ 
ing  hour  is  for  tonight? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  other  words,  what 
is  a  reasonable  time? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Yes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Well,  about  7:15. 
If  we  are  close  then,  I  think  maybe  we 
ought  to  forego  the  pleasure  of  the  ladies’ 
company  this  evening,  and  try  to  finish 
the  bill,  and  perhaps  arrive  late  at  the 
banquet.  But  we  will  see.  And  if  I  may 
repeat  my  request,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  be  a  30-minute  time  lim¬ 
itation  on  the  amendment  to  be  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr.  Ma¬ 
thias)  and  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr.  Good¬ 
ell),  the  time  to  be  equally  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  sponsor  of  the  amendment 
and  the  manager *of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  if  it  would  be  agreeable  to  set  a 
time  to  vote  tomorrow  on  my  amend¬ 
ment.  I  would  be  perfectly  happy  to  put 
everything  in  the  Record  and  agree  on 
a  set  time  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Let  us  see  how 
things  go  tonight,  and  I  will  talk  with 
the  Senator  later. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  did  not  mention  the  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  resolution. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  rescinding  of 
the  Gulf  of  Tonkin  resolution  will  be 
either  Friday  or  Monday,  as  of  now. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

FUNDS  FOR  CONSERVATION  RESEARCH 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  action  taken  by  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  in  recommending  funds 
for  the  construction  of  a  soil  and  water 
conservation  research  facility  at  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Maine  in  Orono. 

Faced  with  tight  budgetary  restric¬ 
tions,  the  full  committee  has  recomend- 
ed  that  $600,000  be  funded  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  this  facility  which  can  be  of 
valuable  service  to  the  entire  New  Eng¬ 
land  region.  The  committee’s  action  re¬ 
veals  an  awareness  of  the  increasing 
need  of  such  research  facilities  to  pro¬ 


vide  new  approaches  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  our  basic  natural  resources. 

As  Senators  may  recall,  in  1967  $45,000 
was  authorized  for  the  planning  of  this 
facility.  Although  the  planning  stage 
was  completed  as  of  May  1969,  funds 
added  by  the  Senate  for  construction  of 
the  plant  in  1970  were  later  deleted  in 
conference.  Moreover,  since  the  original 
authorization  for  the  facility,  estimates 
for  its  construction  cost  have  risen  from 
$450,000  to  $600,000. 1  offer  this  informa¬ 
tion  about  the  increased  cost  of  the  facil¬ 
ity,  and  of  others  of  its  kind,  in  further 
support  for  the  need  to  proceed  with  con¬ 
struction  now,  rather  than  to  permit  de¬ 
lay  and  be  forced  to  incorporate  rising 
construction  costs  into  the  building  of 
the  plant. 

Mr.  President,  every  day  we  become  in¬ 
creasingly  aware  of  the  damage  we  have 
done  to  our  environment  and  of  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  we  face  in  correcting  the  prob¬ 
lem.  The  services  which  facilities  of  this 
nature  can  provide,  in  conducting  re¬ 
search  into  numerous  areas  of  soil  and 
water  conservation,  are  urgently  needed 
if  we  are  to  make  progress  in  restoring 
the  quality  of  our  environment. 

I  urge  Senators  to  support  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  recommendation  in  this  matter. 

Mr  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  further  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows : 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  may  be  expended  for  the  purpose  of 
(1)  carrying  out  a  price  support  program 
for  tobacco,  (2)  paying  an  export  subsidy  to 
any  person  for  the  export  of  tobacco,  (3)  ad¬ 
vertising  or  otherwise  promoting  the  sale 
of  tobacco,  (4)  financing  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  the  sale  of  tobacco  in  any  foreign 
country  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  or  (5)  inspecting  or  grading 
tobacco. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Chair  request  that 
the  Senate  be  in  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tlie  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Chair  please  request 
that  Senators  take  their  seats? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senators 
will  please  take  their  seats. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
relatively  simple  amendment,  and  I  think 
I  can  explain  it  rather  quickly. 

It  has  to  do  with  price  supports  for 
tobacco  products.  It  would  prohibit  the 
expending  of  appropriated  funds  for 
carrying  out  a  price  support  program 
for  tobacco,  paying  an  export  subsidy 
for  the  export  of  tobacco,  advertising  or 
otherwise  promoting  the  sale  of  tobacco, 


s  10858  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  July  8,  1970 


financing  directly  or  indirectly  the  sale 
of  tobacco  in  any  foreign  country  under 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  or  inspecting  or 
grading  tobacco. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  submitting  an 
amendment  to  cure  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  schizophrenic  approach  to  to¬ 
bacco. 

As  we  all  know,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  over  the  last  few  years  taken 
steps  to  discourage  cigarette  smoking.  In 
1964,  the  Surgeon  General’s  Advisory 
Committee  on  Smoking  and  Health 
stated  that — 

Cigarette  smoking  is  a  health  hazard  of 
sufficient  importance  in  the  United  States 
to  warrant  appropriate  remedial  action. 

Since  that  time  the  Surgeon  General 
has  repeated  and  strengthened  his  warn¬ 
ing  that  cigarette  smoking  is  harmful  to 
public  health.  Congress  in  1965  and  again 
in  1969  has  required  that  each  cigarette 
package  bear  such  a  warning,  and  in  the 
Public  Health  Cigarette  Smoking  Act  of 
1969,  Congress  has  ordered  that  cigarette 
advertising  on  American  television  and 
radio  terminate  on  January  2,  1971. 

This  is  the  “good”  side  of  the  Federal 
Government’s  schizophrenia.  The  “bad” 
side  is  the  millions  it  spends  every  year 
to  promote  and  subsidize  the  sale  of  raw 
tobacco.  It  is  difficult  to  be  exactly  sure 
how  the  Federal  Government  is  spending 
in  this  effort — there  is  no  line  item  in  the 
appropriation  bill,  but  last  year  it  was 
estimated  to  have  been  around  $73.2  mil¬ 
lion. 

This  $73  million  may  not  seem  like 
much  as  part  of  an  $8  billion  agricultural 
appropriation’s  bill,  but  when  compared 
to  the  $5-odd  million  spent  by  HEW  to 
combat  smoking,  it  exposes  the  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  Federal  Government’s  schiz¬ 
ophrenia. 

My  amendment  would  put  a  stop  to 
this  two-faced  treatment  of  tobacco.  It 
would  prohibit  the  use  of  any  funds  in 
H.R.  17923,  the  agriculture  appropriation 
bill,  for  the  purpose  of  first,  carrying  out 
a  price  support  program  for  tobacco; 
second,  paying  an  export  subsidy  to  any 
person  for  the  export  of  tobacco;  third, 
advertising  or  otherwise  promoting  the 
sale  of  tobacco;  fourth,  financing  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  the  sale  of  tobacco  in 
any  foreign  country  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended;  or  fifth,  in¬ 
specting  or  grading  tobacco. 

I  have  not  sought  to  bar  funds  for  to¬ 
bacco  research,  although  I  understand  a 
sizable  portion  of  these  funds  are  used 
in  research  to  make  cigarettes  better 
tasting,  better  smelling,  or  better  looking. 

Mr.  President,  I  realize  that  there  are 
a  number  of  tobacco  farmers  who  might 
suffer  should  this  amendment  be 
adopted.  I  have  said  many  times  that  I 
would  favor  economic  assistance  to 
tobacco  farmers  which  would  encourage 
them  to  switch  to  another  crop.  This  is 
what  the  Government  should  be  doing 
with  the  $70-odd  million  it  now  spends 
subsidizing  tobacco. 

We  must  also  realize  that  another  in¬ 
dustry,  the  broadcast  industry,  will  suffer 
a  substantial  loss  of  revenue — one  quar¬ 
ter  of  a  billion  dollars — because  Congress 
decided  that  cigarette  smoking  should 


not  be  promoted.  No  doubt  there  will  be 
other  economic  dislocations  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  seeks  to  protect  the  public 
health. 

Simply  because  smoking  tobacco  is 
not  illegal  is  no  justification  for  subsidiz¬ 
ing  the  production  of  tobacco.  Tobacco 
has  no  harmless  uses,  let  alone  beneficial 
uses. 

Perhaps  most  indefensible  of  all  the 
Government’s  schizophrenic  actions  is  its 
promotion  of  tobacco  sales  overseas.  The 
Government  has  forced  cigarette  manu¬ 
facturers  and  television  stations  to  ac¬ 
cept  spot  announcements  telling  the 
American  people  that  cigarette  smoking 
is  dangerous  to  their  health.  Yet  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  continues  to  encourage 
foreigners  to  buy  American  tobacco. 

Last  year,  for  example,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  provided  over  $30  million  in  long¬ 
term  and  local  currency  credits  for  for¬ 
eigners  to  purchase  tobacco  under  the 
food-for-peace  program.  This  practice 
defames  this  otherwise  very  worthy  pro¬ 
gram.  Tobacco  is  good  for  neither  food 
nor  peace. 

The  American  tobacco  industry  also 
receives  a  hidden  subsidy  not  available 
to  other  agricultural  commodities  except 
cotton.  Under  an  obscure  1935  law,  the 
tobacco  industry  is  exempt  from  paying 
for  voluntary  grading  of  the  tobacco  leaf 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  per¬ 
sonnel.  The  costs  for  fiscal  year  1971  are 
estimated  to  be  about  $3.2  million. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  to 
cure  this  schizophrenia.  The  Government 
can  help  mitigate  much  of  the  economic 
hardship  created  by  withdrawal  of  to¬ 
bacco  subsidies.  It  may  be  painful  for 
some.  But  the  Govermnent  should  not 
spend  the  taxpayers’  money  to  encourage 
the  growth  of  a  crop  whose  use  the  same 
Government  says  is  harmful. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  realize 
the  good  objectives  of  the  Senator  from 
Utah,  and  I  am  not  here  to  quarrel  with 
them  at  all.  I  just  want  to  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact,  however,  that  this 
amendment,  if  it  is  adopted,  would  apply 
to  millions  of  pounds  of  tobacco  already 
produced  and  in  warehouses  in  all  parts 
of  the  tobacco-producing  areas  of  the 
Nation.  It  would  apply  to  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  acres  of  tobacco  planted 
this  year  under  the  assurance  of  price 
support,  under  laws  which  were  passed 
by  Congress  and  are  still  on  the  books. 
Each  of  the  activities  with  which  this 
amendment  deals  has  to  do  with  the  use 
of  tobacco  either  already  produced  and 
stored  or  tobacco  in  process  of  being  pro¬ 
duced,  which  has  been  planted  under  the 
faith  of  the  continuance  of  legislation 
which  existed  at  the  time  it  was  planted. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sure  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  has  not  thought  of 
this,  and  I  invite  his  attention  to  the  fact 
that  we  are  going  to  be  considering  a  new 
farm  bill  very  soon.  If  there  is  to  be  a 
fight  on  this  matter,  that  is  the  place 
for  it  to  be;  because  it  will  then  apply, 
if  it  be  adopted — and  I  shall  not  vote  to 
adopt  it — but  if  it  should  be  adopted, 
and  a  majority  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  might  well  agree  to  pass  it  re¬ 
gardless  of  my  feeling  in  the  matter,  it 
would  then  apply,  and  it  properly  should 
in  the  future,  to  tobacco  produced  in  the 
future. 


I  read  from  the  amendment: 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
act  may  be  expended  for  the  purpose  of  (1) 
carrying  out  a  price  support  program  for 
tobacco. 

That  applies  to  the  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  acres  planted  already  in  the 
State  of  Virginia;  in  the  State  of  Geor¬ 
gia;  in  the  State  of  Kentucky;  in  the 
State  of  North  Carolina ;  some  in  my  own 
State,  though  not  so  much;  some  in  Mis¬ 
souri,  though  not  so  much.  In  Maryland, 
they  have  a  habit  of  holding  everything 
produced  in  1  year  over  until  the  sale 
sometime  the  next  spring,  so  I  suspect 
that  this  would  apply  to  two  different 
crops  in  Maryland. 

Without  study,  there  is  no  telling  how 
this  would  apply  to  many  areas  to  which 
it  should  not  apply  to  honestly.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  cannot  change  its  rule  in  the 
middle  of  the  stream,  when  farmers  have 
relied  on  assurances  given  by  Federal 
laws  passed  and  outstanding  and  which 
have  been  in  force  for  years. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  If  the  Senate  were  to 
adopt  this  amendment,  would  not  the 
Senate  be  saying  in  effect  that  we  can¬ 
not  rely  upon  an  act  of  Congress,  or  give 
full  faith  and  credit  to  an  act  of  Con¬ 
gress  because  we,  the  Senate,  will  not 
honor  that  act?  Would  that  not  be  the 
effect  of  it? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  sorry  to  have  to 
admit  that  is  exactly  what  the  effect 
would  be.  That  is  what  I  have  been  try¬ 
ing  to  say.  It  is  an  objective  which  can 
be  properly  considered  and  no  doubt  will 
be  considered  when  the  farm  legislation 
comes  up.  I  have  already  indicated  how 
I  feel  about  passage  or  nonpassage,  but 
that  is  neither  here  nor  there.  I  am  only 
one  out  of  535  Members  of  Congress.  I  do 
not  know  how  others  may  feel,  but  I  am 
sure  that  the  great  majority  of  both 
Houses — I  suspect  that  all — when  they 
think  about  it,  will  realize  that  this  great 
Federal  Government  cannot  afford  to 
place  itself  in  a  position  of  breaking  con¬ 
tracts  with  literally  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  people,  many  of  whom  are  poor. 

For  instance,  in  the  State  of  Kentucky, 
and  also  in  Tennessee,  I  believe,  where 
there  are  large  acreages  of  tobacco,  the 
average  acreage  worked  on  by  the  aver¬ 
age  fanner  is  3  or  4  acres.  This  is  a  blow 
which  those  people  least  able  to  stand 
such  treatment  on  the  part  of  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  do  not  deserve.  It  is  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  well  as  ours. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  I  understand  that  in 
Kentucky,  the  burley  acreage  is  approxi¬ 
mately  one-half  an  acre  per  farm,  on 
the  average.  In  Georgia  the  average  is 
about  1  acre  per  farmer.  If  the  farmer 
is  fortunate  or  lucky  and  gets  the  price 
for  that*particular  crop,  the  result  of  a 
year’s  labor  may  bring  him  $300  to  $500. 

The  Senate  by  an  overwhelming  vote 
has  just  passed  a  food  stamp  bill  where 
practically  all  of  the  tobacco  farmers 
will  be  the  beneficiaries.  The  result  of 
this  amendment  would  be  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  be  saying  that  even 
though  we  have  contracts  with  them,  to 
support  the  price  of  certain  commodities, 
and  that  they  will  receive  a  certain  price 
per  pound  for  their  tobacco,  the  Govern- 
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ment  of  the  United  States  will  not  honor 
a  law  which  Congress  passed. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  note  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) 
has  introduced  a  bill  with  the  same  lan¬ 
guage  as  used  in  his  amendment.  His 
bill,  I  assume,  is  before  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  We  know 
of  his  oft  expressed  concern  about  the 
effects  of  smoking  on  health,  but  this 
amendment  should  be  defeated. 

He  was  successful,  along  with  others, 
in  securing  passage  of  a  bill  concerning 
the  advertising  and  labeling  of  cigarettes. 
But  I  should  like  to  bring  to  his  atten¬ 
tion  in  line  with  the  argument  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  that  this  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  in  effect  now  since  the 
early  1930’s. 

The  Senator  talks  about  subsidies  for 
tobacco.  According  to  my  recollection, 
the  actual  fact  is  that  in  37  years  of  the 
program,  the  Government  has  lost  no 
money.  Although  the  Government  makes 
loans  on  tobacco  which  is  not  sold  for 
the  support  price,  this  tobacco  is  stored 
by  the  Government  and  sold  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  from  time  to  time  often  at  a 
profit. 

Federal,  State,  and  local  governments 
received  in  1969  $4.4  billion  in  taxes 
from  the  sale  of  tobacco.  Thousands  of 
people  in  14  or  15  States  make  their 
living  from  tobacco.  It  is  still  a  crop 
which  uses  handwork  to  process.  It  takes 
a  year  and  1  month  to  raise  a  crop  of 
tobacco. 

A  farmer  with  his  children  working 
one  acre  may  receive  $1,200  to  $1,500. 
If  this  amendment  should  be  passed — 
and  it  has  received  no  study  nor  careful 
consideration — the  land  values  in  14  or 
15  States  will  depreciate  and  bring  eco¬ 
nomic  distress  to  thousands  of  tobacco 
farmers. 

This  is  too  important  a  matter  involv¬ 
ing  the  livelihood  of  many  people  to 
be  considered  as  an  amendment  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  to  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  adopt  it. 

I  voted  for  the  bill  of  the  Senator  from 
Utah  (Mr.  Moss)  last  year  and  limiting 
the  broadcasting  of  cigarette  advertising. 
But  in  offering  on  the  floor  this  amend¬ 
ment  which  concerns  thousands  of  farm 
families,  many  of  whom  are  poor,  work¬ 
ing  a  half  acre  of  tobacco — hillside  fam¬ 
ilies,  I  think  the  Senator  would  be  doing 
them  an  injustice.  I  say  that  with  all 
due  regard  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Utah  if  he  proceeds  without  pro¬ 
viding  an  opportunity  for  all  the  facts 
be  heard  by  the  proper  committee. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
literally  hundreds  of  thousands  of  peo¬ 
ple  grow  tobacco  and  many  of  them,  as 
has  been  pointed  out,  live  in  extreme 
poverty,  does  not  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  think  that  the  amendment  should 
be  presented  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  first,  so  that  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  who 
have  relied  upon  the  promise  implicit 


in  an  act  of  Congress  may  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Of  course,  they  should 
be  allowed  to  be  heard.  Of  course,  they 
are  right.  They  have  vested  rights,  too, 
which  cannot  be  taken  away  from  them 
under  the  law. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Does  not  the  Senator  from 
Florida  know  that  in  the  tobacco -grow¬ 
ing  areas,  the  people  who  grow  the  to¬ 
bacco  in  effect  mortgage  their  futures 
to  secure  the  ability  to  plan  and  grow 
their  tobacco,  and  that  the  passage  of 
this  amendment  would  result  in  the  im¬ 
poverishment  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  people  who  have  relied  upon  the  prom¬ 
ise  of  their  Government  to  sustain  them 
with  price  supports  until  they  are  re¬ 
pealed  by  a  legislative  as  distinguished 
from  an  appropriation  act? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  They,  of  course,  can 
be  heard  by  a  legislative  committee  and 
they  should  be  heard  by  a  legislative 
committee,  and  they  will  be  heard  by  a 
legislative  committee,  if  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  brings  it  before  us — 
I  do  not  recall  that  this  was  even  brought 
before  the  Agriculture  Appropriation 
Committee — if  I  am  wrong,  the  Senator 
will  correct  me. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
believe  it  was  brought  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  There  has  been  a 
bill  pending,  however,  for  some  time,  to 
achieve  this  result.  It  has  not  had  any 
hearings  yet. 

I  appreciate  what  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  and  other  Senators  have  said  here, 
except  that  we  are  talking  on  two  differ¬ 
ent  wavelengths. 

There,  of  course,  is  the  economic 
problem.  I  said  that  in  my  statement, 
when  I  introduced  the  amendment,  and 
I  have  said  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
several  times  that  I  know  there  is  in¬ 
volved  some  economic  adjustments  which 
involve  hardship,  perhaps,  so  that  I  cer¬ 
tainly  would  favor  any  sort  of  subsidy 
to  help  to  bridge  the  gap  to  get  tobacco 
farmers  into  another  kind  of  crop  that 
would  enable  them  to  earn  a  living  when 
they  no  longer  raise  tobacco,  if  that  is 
what  a  tobacco  subsidy  would  do. 

But  what  I  present  the  amendment  for 
is  the  fact  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  already  made  the  finding,  and  we 
have  confirmed  it  here  in  the  Senate, 
that  tobacco  is  harmful  to  the  health. 
Under  the  circumstances,  it  seems  to  me 
we  are  in  an  inconsistent  position,  to 
give  money  to  subsidize  the  growing  and 
marketing  of  tobacco  when,  at  the  same 
time,  we  spend  money  telling  the  people 
that  it  is  harmful  to  smoke  and  that 
they  should  not  do  so.  I  just  think  we 
should  get  ourselves  out  of  that 
dilemma. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  may  be 
right.  The  place  for  him  to  be  heard — 
I  suggest  to  him  in  a  friendly  way  that 
this  is  not  the  place  for  that,  because  it 
involves  the  changing  of  a  promise  the 
Government  has  made  to  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people  who  have  already 
produced  tobacco  which  is  stored,  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  who  have  planted 
this  year’s  crop. 

There  may  be  some  areas  where  the 
crop  has  net  been  planted.  But  certainly 


in  the  South  it  has  been  planted  long 
ago.  We  are  now  in  the  month  of  July. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  point  but  that  the  amendment  has 
not  been  printed.  It  was  not  presented  in 
sufficient  time  to  be  printed. 

I  have  in  my  State  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  people  who  are  dependent  upon 
tobacco.  I  have  in  the  mountain  sections 
of  my  State  an  area  where  they  have 
one-half  acre  devoted  to  hurley  tobacco. 
That  is  the  only  money  crop  these  people 
have.  It  is  the  only  crop  through  which 
they  can  buy  shoes  to  send  their  chil¬ 
dren  to  school. 

I  respectfully  think  that,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  great  feelings  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Utah  on  this 
matter,  the  amendment  should  be  with¬ 
drawn  and  there  should  be  hearings  upon 
this  matter  before  a  legislative  commit¬ 
tee  instead  of  having  it  done  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  at  this  late  hour  of  the 
day  without  having  had  a  chance  to 
have  hearings. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Of  course  the  Senator 
is  correct,  and  particularly  so  when  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah  states 
that  he  expects  to  try  to  set  up  some  re¬ 
medial  methods  to  take  care  of  these 
people  who  are  hurt.  That  would  of 
course  require  legislation  which  cannot 
be  provided  for  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  this  pro¬ 
vision  would  actually  bankrupt  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  people  in  this  country, 
and  among  them  would  be  the  poorest 
people  in  the  country. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  to  vote  on  the  matter,  but  I  do 
hope  that  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Utah,  would  withdraw  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  feel 
that  I  can  do  that.  However,  I  would  be 
willing  to  modify  the  amendment  some¬ 
what  to  meet  the  complaint  about  the 
tobacco  that  is  already  planted  and  in 
process,  if  I  would  be  permitted  to  modify 
my  amendment  by  adding  another 
sentence : 

This  section  should  not  apply  to  tobacco 
planted  or  in  process  prior  to  the  date  of 
this  Act. 

That  would  not  affect  this  year’s  crop. 
But  it  would  affect  any  crops  planted 
hereafter. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  is  for  this  year  only.  The 
farm  legislation  which  we  will  be  con¬ 
sidering  in  a  few  days  or  a  week  does 
apply  to  the  future.  It  does  apply  to  the 
exact  situation  which  the  Senator  men¬ 
tioned.  I  hope  that  the  Senator  will  allow 
his  proposal  to  be  handled  at  that  time. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Of  course  that  situation 
will  arise  from  year  to  year. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  tobacco  has 
already  been  planted.  It  is  now  in  the 
process  of  being  harvested  and  sold. 
These  people  have  mortgaged  their  fu¬ 
ture  for  it. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  will  withdraw  his 
amendment  and  allow  the  matter  to  be 
handled  before  the  legislative  committee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  does  want  a  vote  on  this,  I  would 
have  no  objection.  I  wonder  if  he  would 
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be  willing  to  have  a  time  limitation  of  10 
minutes,  5  minutes  to  the  side,  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  a  yea  and  nay  vote. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  would  be 
perfectly  willing. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
would  ask  for  such  a  limitation. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  before  that, 

I  would  like  to  raise  the  point  of  order 
that  this  is  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

TJNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
could  make  that  request,  exclusive  of  the 
point  of  order,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  there  be  a  time  limitation  of  10 
minutes,  the  time  to  be  equally  divided 
between  the  Senator  from  Utah  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  raise  the 
point  of  order  that  this  is  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill.  It  requires  a  deter¬ 
mination  to  be  made  in  addition  to  that 
provided  in  the  bill  to  make  it  workable. 

I  raise  the  point  of  order  that  it  is 
on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia).  In  response  to  the 
point  of  order  made  by  the  able  Senior 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Er¬ 
vin)  the  Chair  states  that  the  phrases 
“or  otherwise  promoting”  under  No.  3 
and  “or  indirectly”  under  No.  4  create 
contingencies  to  the  extent  that  Govern¬ 
ment  officials  must  make  these  deter¬ 
minations.  Thereby  additional  duties 
would  be  placed  on  certain  Government 
officials.  Under  Senate  precedent,  this 
would  therefore  make  it  subject  to  a 
point  of  order.  The  Chair  sustains  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  modify  the  amendment 
by  striking  out  the  words  under  number 
three,  “or  otherwise  promoting  the  sale 
of  tobacco,”  and  to  strike  in  No.  4,  “or 
indirectly.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia) .  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objection 
is  heard. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  send  the  amendment  to 
the  desk  and  ask  that  it  be  considered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  amendment  as  modified. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  39,  between  lines  12  and  13,  in¬ 
sert  a  new  section  as  follows : 

Sec.  508.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  may  be  expended  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  (1)  carrying  out  a  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  tobacco,  (2)  paying  an  export  sub¬ 
sidy  to  any  person  for  the  export  of  tobacco, 
(3)  advertising,  (4)  financing  directly  the 
sale  of  tobacco  in  any  foreign  country  un¬ 
der  the  Agriculture  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  (5) 
inspecting  or  grading  tobacco. 

“This  section  shall  not  apply  to  tobacco 
planted  and  in  process  prior  to  the  date  of 
this  Act.” 

unanimous-consent  agreement 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a  time 
limitation  on  the  pending  amendment  of 
10  minutes,  the  time  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  between  the  Senator  from  Utah 
(Mr.  Moss)  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  (Mr.  Holland). 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Byrd  of  West  Virginia) .  Is  there  objec¬ 
tion?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  will  not 
take  long.  The  amendment  has  already 
been  explained.  It  has  been  modified  to 
eliminate  the  inexact  words  that  brought 
it  under  attack  and  caused  a  point  of 
order  to  be  raised. 

I  think  it  is  now  perfectly  clear  that  it 
is  an  appropriate  limitation  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  pending  before  the 
Senate. 

I  can  only  reiterate  what  I  said  before. 
In  order  to  be  consistent  in  the  Senate, 
we  in  this  body  who  believe  that  we 
should  protect  the  public  health  of  this 
country  should  at  least  not  be  expending 
Federal  funds  to  encourage  people  •  to 
grow  and  market  tobacco  which  is  in¬ 
jurious  to  the  public  health.  Therefore, 

1  think  it  is  perfectly  appropriate. 

Mr.  President,  may  I  inquire  of  the 
Chair  whether  or  not  the  yeas  and  nays 
which  were  ordered  before  apply  to  the 
modified  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Nelson).  They  are  not  applicable. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has  made  it  a  better  amendment, 
but  it  is  still  subject  to-  the  point  that  it 
changes  existing  contracts  into  which 
Government  has  entered.  I  could  not  pos¬ 
sibly  support  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  is 
such  a  far-reaching  proposal  that  it  is 
very  unfair  for  the  Senate  to  agree  to  it 
tonight.  It  affects  the  livelihood  of  many 
thousands  of  individual  farmers  and 
their  families. 

I  think  it  would  be  highly  improper 
not  to  give  those  individuals  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  appear  before  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  present 
their  viewpoint.  To  adopt  the  proposal 
now  would  be  very  unfair,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  vote  to 
reject  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah.  If  the  Senator  from  Utah  at 
a  later  date  does  present  his  proposal 
to  the  committee,  I  hope  that  the  farmers 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  present  their 
case  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  does 
any  other  Senator  desire  time?  ' 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mi*.  President,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  a  correction  of  a  statement 
which  I  made  previously. 

I  said  that  there  had  been  no  losses 
in  the  37-year  period.  I  have  since  been 
informed  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  experienced  losses  of 


$58.8  million  in  its  tobacco  program  for 
the  entire  37-year  period,  a  loss  repre¬ 
senting  but  one  quarter  of  1  percent  cf 
all  agricultural  losses  in  this  same  period. 
In  11  months  of  fiscal  1969,  the  CCC  ex¬ 
perienced  losses  in  price  supoprt  pro¬ 
grams  of  all  commodities  of  $2.9  billion 
while  the  losses  incurred  by  the  tobacco 
program  in  this  period  amount  to  $4.9 
million 

This  is  of  great  importance  to  farm 
people.  We  are  not  dealing  here  with  a 
health  program.  We  dealt  with  that  pro¬ 
gram  under  legislation  presented  by  the 
Committee  on  Commerce.  I  think  the 
tobacco  people  have  been  very  fair,  even 
in  connection  with  the  health  question. 
We  should  be  fair  to  them  and  give  them 
a  chance  to  be  heard.  Senators  from 
agricultural  States  would  want  to  have 
their  farmers  given  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  about  their  programs.  Likewise, 
I  think  that  Senators  from  industrial 
States  would  like  to  see  to  it  that  busi¬ 
nessmen  be  given  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard  if  their  particular  industry  came 
under  attack. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  defeat  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  were 
the  Senate  to  adopt  this  amendment,  we 
would  not  only  be  acting  unwisely  but 
uneconomically.  Mr.  President,  since 
1933  tobacco  taxes  have  brought  $54  bil¬ 
lion  into  the  U.S.  Treasury.  Enough  to  fi¬ 
nance  not  only  the  cost  of  price  support 
on  tobacco  but  the  cost  of  all  other  agri¬ 
cultural  support  payments  as  well  three 
times  over.  Additionally  we  hear  much 
of  this  country’s  balance-of -payment 
problems.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
one  out  of  every  six  agricultural  dollars 
..earned  by  this  country  is  a  tobacco  dol¬ 
lar.  And  our  balance-of-payment  dif¬ 
ficulties  would  be  compounded  with  seri¬ 
ous  results  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted.  In  view  of  that  fact  I  urge  the 
Senate  to  reject  the  amendment  of  my 
friend  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  with  regard 
to  what  has  been  said  by  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  and  other  Senators  be¬ 
fore  him,  the  modified  amendment  does 
have  the  provision  in  it  that  it  would 
not  apply  to  tobacco  that  has  been 
planted,  so  it  would  apply  prospectively 
to  any  future  planting  hereafter. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  if  it  applies 
prospectively,  I  raise  the  point  of  order 
that  it  is  out  of  order  because  there  is 
no  longer  a  constitutional  limitation 
upon  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
that  it  simply  says  the  limitation  would 
not  apply  to  what  is  now  in  process. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  has 
the  point  of  order  been  raised? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Nelson)  .  Does  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  raise  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Yes,  I  raise  the  point  of 
order.  It  does  not  limit  any  expenditures 
under  this  bill  in  its  present  form. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
second  amendment  would  be  subject  to 
a  point  of  order  on  the  same  grounds  as 
the  previous  one. 
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Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  modify  my 
amendment  to  strike  the  last  sentence. 
I  was  just  trying  to  accommodate  what 
certain  Senators  have  been  arguing  for. 

Mr.  ERVEN.  I  object. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  can  modify 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Not  when 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator  may 
modify  his  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  no  objection, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  is  as 
follows: 

On  page  39,  between  lines  12  and  13,  insert 
a  new  section  as  follows : 

“Sec  508.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  this  Act  may  be  expended  for  the  purpose 
of  (1)  carrying  out  a  price  support  program 
for  tobacco,  (2)  paying  an  export  subsidy  to 
any  person  for  the  export  of  tobacco,  (3) 
advertising,  (4)  financing  directly  the  sale 
of  tobacco  in  any  foreign  country  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  (5)  inspect¬ 
ing  or  grading  tobacco.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  has 
all  time  expired  on  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 

AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  propound  a  unanimous-consent 
request  which  was  difficult  to  obtain 
earlier. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
be  30  minutes  on  all  remaining  amend¬ 
ments,  with  the  time  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  between  the  sponsors  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  manager  of  the  bill;  and 
on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Nelson),  if  he  offers 
his  amendment,  the  time  be  limited  to 
20  minutes,  the  time  to  be  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida;  with  one-half 
hour  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as 
follows: 

Unanimous  Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That,  during  the  further  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes, 
debate  on  any  amendment  (except  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  might  be  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Nelson)  on  which 
there  will  be  20  minutes) ,  motion,  or  appeal, 
except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table,  shall  be 
limited  to  y2  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  mover  of  any  such  amend¬ 
ment  or  motion  and  the  majority  leader  or 
his  designee :  Provided,  That  in  the  event  the 
majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  l"eader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him:  Provided  further,  That  no  amendment 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions  of  the 
said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Order  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 


be  limited  to  y2  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the 
time  under  their  control  on  the  passage  of 
the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  continued  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  Moss  amendment  to  H.R. 
17923.  This  amendment  comes  as  a  sur¬ 
prise  to  the  Senate  and  with  no  indica¬ 
tion  whatsoever  as  to  the  possible  results. 
As  I  understand  it,  this  amendment 
would  cut  off  all  funds  under  this  act  for 
the  tobacco  programs.  Tobacco  is  not  an 
illegal  commodity,  and  those  who  use  it 
are  forewarned  as  to  the  possible  effects 
of  its  excessive  use.  This  is  no  reason  to 
single  out  tobacco  for  discriminatory 
treatment. 

Mr.  President,  there  have  been  no  stud¬ 
ies  as  to  the  possible  consequences  that 
might  result  from  the  passage  of  this 
amendment.  Thousands  of  citizens  of  my 
State  of  South  Carolina  and  throughout 
the  South  depend  upon  tobacco  for  their 
livelihood.  Tobacco  is  also  the  No.  1 
money  crop  in  my  State  and  the  eco¬ 
nomic  effects  which  would  result  from 
eliminating  tobacco  from  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriations  would  be  devastat¬ 
ing. 

There  have  been  no  committee  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  matter,  no  thorough  dis¬ 
cussion  as  to  the  advisability  of  adopt¬ 
ing  such  an  amendment;  and  in  my 
judgment,  it  is  ill  conceived. 

I  strongly  urge  that  this  amendment 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  fact  this  will  be  the  last  vote 
tonight,  Senators  should  guide  them¬ 
selves  accordingly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Utah.  On  this  question 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  CANNON  (after  voting  in  the  af¬ 
firmative).  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore).  If  he  were  present  and  voting 
he  would  vote  “nay.”  I  have  already 
"voted  “yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative).  On  this  vote  I  have  a 
pair  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  (Mr.  Magnuson)  .  If  he  were 
present  and  voting  he  would  vote  “aye.” 
If  I  were  permitted  to  vote  I  would  vote 
“nay.”  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  HART  (after  having  voted  in  the 
affirmative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jordan).  If  he  were  present  and 
voting  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were 


permitted  to  vote  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I 
withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative).  On  this  vote  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
(Mr.  Cook).  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing  he  would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  vote  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I  with¬ 
draw  my  vote. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  (Mr.  Ander¬ 
son)  ,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut,  (Mr. 
Dodd)  ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Gore)  ,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  (Mr. 
Harris)  ,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Hartke),  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  (Mr.  McCarthy),  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern)  , 
the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Met¬ 
calf),  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Mondale),  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
(Mr.  Russell)  ,  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  (Mr.  Sparkman)  ,  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel)  ,  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan),  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Ribi- 
coff)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Young)  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Sparkman)  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  (Mi-.  Symington),  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis), 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mrs. 
Smith)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook),  the  Senator  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Javits)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senators  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Fan¬ 
nin  and  Mr.  Goldwater)  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  are  de¬ 
tained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis) 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Cook)  has  been  previously 
announced. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mrs.  Smith)  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  (Mr.  Percy)  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker).  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  15, 
nays  52,  as  follows: 

[No.  226  Leg.] 

YEAS— 15 

Hatfield 
Jackson 
Moss 

Packwood 
Pastore 


Brooke 

Case 

Cranston 

Fulbright 

Goodell 


Pell 

Schweiker 
Smith,  Ill. 
Williams,  N.J. 
Williams,  Del. 
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NATS— 52 


Aiken 

Ellender 

Muskie 

Allen 

Ervin 

Nelson 

Allott 

Fong 

Pearson 

Bayh 

Gurney 

Prouty 

Bellmon 

Hansen 

Proxmire 

Bennett 

Holland 

Randolph 

Bible 

Hollings 

Saxbe 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Scott 

Burdick 

Hughes 

Spong 

Byrd,  Va. 

Inouye 

Stennis 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Talmadge 

Church 

Kennedy 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

Long 

Tower 

Cotton 

Mathias 

Tydings 

Dole 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Dominick 

McIntyre 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Eagleton 

Miller 

Eastland 

Montoya 

PRESENT  AND  GIVING  LIVE  PAIRS,  AS 

PREVIOUSLY  RECORDED — 4 

Cannon,  for. 

Mansfield,  against. 

Hart,  for. 

Griffin,  for. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-29 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Murphy 

Baker 

Javits 

Percy 

Cook 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Ribicoff 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Russell 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Smith,  Maine 

Fannin 

McGee 

Sparkman 

Goldwater 

McGovern 

Stevens 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Symington 

Gravel 

Mondale 

Young,  Ohio 

Harris 

Mundt 

So  Mr.  Moss’  amendment,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


CORRECTION  OF  PAIR  ON  VOTE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  make  a  correction 
in  the  permanent  Record.  On  page 
S10625  my  colleague  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  is  listed  as  having  a 
live  pair  with  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  (Mr.  Pastore).  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  (Mr.  Pastore)  is  listed 
correctly  as  withdrawing  his  “yea”  vote. 
However,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
is  listed  incorrectly.  If  he  had  been  pres¬ 
ent  he  would  have  voted  “nay”  not  “yea” 
as  listed  in  the  Record.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  this  correction  be  made  in  the 
permanent  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick)  .  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXTENSION  OF  THE  CLASSIFICA¬ 
TION  AND  MULTIPLE  USE  ACT 

AND  THE  PUBLIC  LAND  SALE  ACT 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3728)  to  amend  the  act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  19,  1964  (78  Stat.  986) ,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (43  U.S.C.  1411-19)  and  the  act  of 
September  19,  1964  (78  Stat.  988),  as 
amended  (43  U.S.C.  1421-27)  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  with  amend¬ 
ments,  on  page  1,  line  7,  after  the  figure 
“31,”,  to  strike  out  “1972,”  and  insert 
“1975,”;  in  line  8,  after  the  figure  “31,”, 
to  strike  out  “1972,”  and  insert  “1975,”; 
on  page  2,  line  7,  after  the  figure  “31,”, 
to  strike  out  “1972,”  and  insert  “1975,”; 
in  line  9,  after  the  figure  “31,”,  to  strike 
out  “1972,”  and  insert  “1975,”;  and  in 
line  10,  after  the  figure  “31,”,  to  strike 
out  “1972.”;  and  inesrt  “1975.”;  so  as  to 
make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
8  of  the  Act  of  September  19,  1964  (78  Stat. 
986,  988),  as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  1418),  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  authorizations  and  requirements  of 
this  Act  shall  expire  December  31,  1975,  ex¬ 
cept  that  the  segregation  prior  to  December/ 
31,  1975,  of  any  public  lands  from  settlement 
location,  sale,  selection,  entry,  lease,  or  otjrfer 
form  of  disposal  under  the  public  land laws 
shall  continue  for  the  period  of  tiraC  al¬ 
lowed  by  this  Aot.”  / 

Sec.  2.  Section  7  of  the  Act  of  September 
19,  1964  (78  Stat.  988,  989),  as  amended  (43 
U.S.C.  1427)  is  amended  to  read' as  follows: 

“The  authority  granted  by  /his  Act  shall 
expire  December  31,  1975,  except  that  sales 
concerning  which  notice  lyfe  been  given  in 
accordance  with  section  /  hereof  prior  to 
December  31,  1975,  mw  be  consummated 
and  patents  issued  in  ^connection  therewith 
after  December  31,  1975.” 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was/ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed/ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other 


THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Presid/t,  with 
the  indulgence  of  the  Senator  |rom  Wis¬ 
consin  (Mr.  NelsoN),  I  ask  .unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  CalendaivNos.  1004  and 
1005. 

The  PRESIDING  O/FICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ord/ed. 

REMOVAL  OF  (/oUD  ON  TITLES  OF 

CERTAIN  PROPERTY  LOCATED  IN 

MALIN,  OQEG. 

The  bill  (H.R.  2036)  to  remove  a  clouc 
on  the  tiUes  of  certain  property  locatec 
in  Malir/oreg.,  was  considered,  orderec 
to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time 
and  passed. 


purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  766 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  Senators  Cranston,  Proxmire, 
Eagleton,  McCarthy,  Bayh,  Montoya, 
Goodell,  and  myself,  I  call  up  my 
amendment  No.  766;  to  provide  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $4.5  million  for  research  on 
nonchemical  methods  of  pest  control.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  (Mr.  Hart) 
be  added  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  amend¬ 
ment,  on  line  1,  the  reference  to  lines  14 
and  15  should  be  to  lines  13  and  14,  and 
so  modify  my  amendment.  I  ask  that  the 
amendment  be  made  the  pending  busi¬ 
ness. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tire 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  lines  13  and  14,  strike  out 
"$157,346,200”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$161,846,200”. 

INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  RESEARCH  ON  NON¬ 
CHEMICAL  MEANS  OF  PEST  CONTROL 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  in  1945, 
the  same  year  that  the  pesticide  DDT 
was  released  for  civilian  use  in  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States,  biologists  working  on  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  research  discov¬ 
ered  that  the  chemical  could  kill  wildlife 
as  well  as  insects. 

From  that  point  on,  scientific  concern 
about  the  hazards  of  pesticides  continued 
to  mount  worldwide,  but,  unfortunately, 
the  debate  simmered  out  of  the  public 
eye  for  almost  two  decades. 

Meanwhile,  DDT,  which  became  known 
as  the  miracle  insecticide,  came  into 
widespread  international  use,  along  with 
other  synthetic,  persistent,  toxic  pesti¬ 
cides.  Today,  more  than  a  billion  pounds 
of  pesticides,  including  insecticides,  her¬ 
bicides,  fungicides,  rodenticides,  and 
fumigants,  are  produced  annually  in  the 
United  States,  about  5  pounds  for  every 
man,  woman,  and  child  in  the  country. 
The  latest  figures  show  the  sales  of  pes¬ 
ticides  increasing  more  than  13  percent 
annually,  and  by  1985,  it  is  estimated  that 
they  will  increase  another  sixfold. 

In  this  age  of  often  unquestioning  re¬ 
liance  on  manmade  solutions,  pesticides 
have  been  heralded  and  accepted  as  a 
panacea  for  a  whole  range  of  health  and 
agricultural  problems. 

But  in  recent  years,  the  rising  voices  of 
scientific  concern  and  the  growing  evi¬ 
dence  about  the  dangerous  side  effects 
of  these  compounds  have  become  impos¬ 
sible  to  ignore. 

We  know  now  that  DDT  has  spread 
over  the  entire  globe,  even  building  up  in 
the  flesh  of  Antarctic  penquins,  thou¬ 
sands  of  miles  from  the  closest  area  of 
pesticide  use.  Species  of  fisheating  birds 
and  birds  of  prey  over  vast  portions  of 
the  earth  have  been  pushed  near  extinc¬ 
tion  in  areas  of  their  ranges,  with  com¬ 
pelling  evidence  that  pesticide  buildups 
are  a  major  factor. 

A  2 -year  national  pesticide  study  re¬ 
cently  completed  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  found  DDT 
in  584  of  590  samples  of  fish  taken  from 
45  rivers  and  lakes  across  the  United 
States. 

The  study  results  showed  DDT  rang¬ 
ing  up  to  45  parts  per  million  in  the 
whole  fish,  a  count  more  than  nine  times 
higher  than  the  current  U.S.  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  guideline  level  for 
DDT  residues  in  fish. 

And  last  year,  the  FDA  seized  28,150 
pounds  of  frozen  Lake  Michigan  coho 
salmon  because  high  DDT  and  dieldrin 
residues  had  made  the  fish  unfit  for  hu¬ 
man  consumption.  Mackeral  caught  in 
the  Pacific  Ocean  off  the  California  coast 
last  year  were  also  kept  off  the  market 
for  the  same  reason. 

Off  the  Florida  coast,  in  a  region  de¬ 
pendent  on  nature’s  resources  for  its 
economy,  miles-long  slicks  containing 
pesticides  at  levels  10,000  times  higher 
than  in  surrounding  waters  have 
appeared. 
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In  addition  to  the  documented  evi¬ 
dence  of  dangers  to  wildlife,  there  are 
mounting  indications  that  the  hard  pes¬ 
ticides  pose  threats  to  man  himself.  Dur¬ 
ing  a  recent  conference  on  pesticides  in 
Stockholm,  evidence  was  presented  that 
DDT,  even  in  very  small  quantities,  could 
affect  human  metabolism.  A  major  study 
published  last  summer  by  the  National 
Cancer  Institute  found  that  at  least  11 
pesticides  out  of  123  chemical  compounds 
tested  induced  a  significantly  increased 
incidence  of  tumors  in  laboratory 
animals. 

In  her  famous  book,  “Silent  Spring,” 
Miss  Rachel  Carson  said  of  the  persistent 
pesticides : 

As  crude  a  weapon  as  the  cave  man’s  club 
has  been  hurled  against  the  fabric  of  life. 

In  1963,  Miss  Carson  testified  before 
the  Senate  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee,  chaired  by  our  colleague,  Sena¬ 
tor  Abraham  Ribicoff,  during  hearings 
which  generated  strong  congressional 
concern  about  pesticides. 

Also  in  1963,  a  report  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Science  Advisory  Committee, 
chaired  by  Jerome  Weisner,  said  a  na¬ 
tional  goal  should  be  the  “elimination 
of  the  use  of  persistent  toxic  insecti¬ 
cides.” 

In  the  next  Congress,  I  introduced  the 
legislation  to  ban  the  interstate  sale  and 
shipment  of  DDT,  and  have  reintroduced 
it  in  every  subsequent  Congress. 

In  no  other  State  has  DDT  undergone 
such  lengthy  and  official  scrutiny  as  in 
my  own  State  of  Wisconsin.  There,  citizen 
groups  and  the  Environmental  Defense 
Fund  joined  forces  in  a  petition  asking 
the  State-  department  of  natural  re¬ 
sources  to  ban  the  pesticide’s  use  in  the 
State  under  any  circumstances  where  it 
could  enter  world  circulation  patterns 
and  further  contaminate  the  biosphere. 
With  EDF,  the  petitioning  groups  were 
the  Citizens  Natural  Resources  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Wisconsin  and  the  Wisconsin 
division  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League. 

Months  of  testimony  as  to  the  effects 
of  pesticides  were  heard,  and  after  care¬ 
ful  consideration  the  State  hearing  ex¬ 
aminer  ruler  against  DDT,  labeling  it  an 
environmental  pollutant.  He  found  that 
DDT  and  its  derivatives  were  contami¬ 
nating  and  rendering  unclean  and  im¬ 
pure  the  air,  land,  and  waters  of  the 
State,  and  making  the  same  injurious  to 
public  health  and  deleterious  to  fish, 
bird,  and  animal  life. 

Similar  actions  to  ban  or  restrict  the 
use  of  DDT  and  other  hard  pesticides 
have  been  taken  by  the  States  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  California,  Arizona,  and  Michi¬ 
gan. 

In  the  last  2  years,  pressures  have  in¬ 
creased  rapidly  for  action  at  the  national 
level.  After  the  seizure  of  the  coho 
salmon  from  Lake  Michigan  early  last 
year,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  appointed  a  scientific  com¬ 
mission  to  review  pesticides  and  their 
relationship  to  the  environment.  The 
commission  findings,  known  as  the  Mark 
report,  charged  that  DDT  is  a  cancer- 
causing  agent,  is  contaminating  the 
world’s  food  supply,  and  is  causing  seri¬ 
ous  harm  to  fish  and  wildlife  populations. 
It  recommended  an  end  to  all  nonessen¬ 
tial  uses  of  DDT  within  2  years  as  well  as 


new  stronger  restrictions  on  the  use  of 
other  chlorinated  hydrocarbon  pesti¬ 
cides. 

Using  the  Mrak  report  as  the  basis  for 
its  action,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  announced  plans  last  fall  to  cur¬ 
tail  four  major  uses  of  DDT,  canceling 
the  registration  for  these  uses. 

However,  this  approach  never  got  off 
the  ground  when  the  major  pesticide 
manufacturers  immediately  initiated  a 
long  series  of  complex  appeals,  a  step 
which  could  effectively  block  any  effec¬ 
tive  action  for  several  years.  It  is  unfort¬ 
unate  that  the  Department  did  not 
choose  to  suspend  those  DDT  uses  pend¬ 
ing  their  cancellation,  a  move  that  would 
have  immediately  brought  a  halt  to  the 
DDT  uses. 

In  response  to  these  delays,  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Defense  Fund,  the  Sierra 
Club,  West  Michigan  Environmental  Ac¬ 
tion  Council,  National  Audubon  Society, 
and  Izaak  Walton  League  filed  suit  in 
the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  to  force  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  to  suspend  immediately  all  uses 
of  DDT.  The  court  was  strongly  per¬ 
suaded  by  the  case  presented  by  the  en¬ 
vironmental  lawyers  and  ordered  the 
Agriculture  Department  to  show  cause 
why  DDT  should  not  be  suspended 
immediately. 

The  Department  responded  that  while 
“scientific  evidence  indicates  that  there 
are  some  adverse  effects  upon  certain 
species  of  fish  and  wildlife”  caused  by 
DDT,  it  does  not  constitute  an  imminent 
hazard  to  human  health.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  further  stated  that  it  will  not  elim¬ 
inate  any  uses  of  DDT  which  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  public  health  and  safety. 

This  is  an  almost  identical  position  to 
that  the  Department  took  earlier  this 
year  during  hearings  on  this  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  when  it  indicated  that  it  would 
not  cancel  the  essential  use  of  any  pes¬ 
ticide  when  no  alternative  is  available. 

While  there  are  a  growing  number  of 
effective,  economic  substitutes  now  avail¬ 
able  for  hard  pesticides,  it  has  been  ex¬ 
tremely  unfortunate  that  neither  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  nor  the 
pesticide  industry  has  appeared  willing 
to  mount  an  all-out  effort  to  improve 
alternative  means  of  pest  control.  The 
sooner  these  methods  are  further  devel¬ 
oped  and  perfected,  the  sooner  the  use 
of  harmful,  persistent  pesticides  can  be 
eliminated. 

It  appears  that  a  total  commitment  to 
seek  nonchemical  means  of  pest  control 
in  several  key  problem  areas  could  result 
in  a  dramatic  reduction  in  the  use  of 
chemical  pesticides  across  the  Nation. 
For  example,  the  American  Chemical  So¬ 
ciety  has  recently  reported  that  the 
eradication  of  just  three  pests — the  boll 
weevil,  the  bollworm,  and  the  codling 
moth — could  reduce  the  amount  of  in¬ 
secticides  applied  annually  in  the  United 
States  by  an  estimated  40  percent. 

While  many  farmers  and  other  pes¬ 
ticide  users  resist  giving  up  chemical 
means  of  pest  control  because  they  feel 
that  other  alternatives  may  be  more 
costly,  the  opposite  has  been  proven  true 
with  regard  to  methods  of  nonchemical 
pest  control. 

At  this  point,  it  would  be  worthwhile 
to  briefly  outline  the  major  approaches 


in  this  area.  The  integrated  pest  control 
method  can  be  best  defined  as  an  insect 
population  management  system  that 
combines  the  primary  use  of  nonchemi¬ 
cal  pest  control  methods,  such  as  biologi¬ 
cal  control,  with  a  limited  use  of  selec¬ 
tive  chemical. 

Presently  there  are  successful  inte¬ 
grated  pest  control  programs  in  opera¬ 
tion  on  the  following  crops :  cotton,  citrus 
fruits,  apples  and  pears,  tomatoes,  pota¬ 
toes,  avocadoes,  olives,  grapes,  corn,  egg¬ 
plant,  lettuce,  strawberries,  and  others. 

This  means  of  pest  control  is  based  on 
the  principle  of  applied  ecology.  In  order 
for  success  to  be  achieved,  the  fields  must 
be  placed  under  periodic  surveillance  to 
determine  when  and  where  specific  pest 
infestations  occur.  When  a  problem  is 
discovered,  predators,  parasites,  or  dis¬ 
ease  organisms  specifically  related  to 
that  pest  are  released  to  bring  the  pests 
back  into  a  favorable  balance.  Very  lim¬ 
ited  amounts  of  pesticide  may  be  used, 
but  only  when  absolutely  necessary,  and 
only  on  the  infested  area  of  the  crop. 

Prof.  Robert  VandenBosch  of  the  Col¬ 
lege  of  Agricultural  Sciences,  University 
of  California  at  Berkeley,  cites  this  ex¬ 
ample:  The  cost  of  pest  control  using 
chemical  pesticides  for  4,000  acres  of  cot¬ 
ton  in  California  was  $185,000.  When  in¬ 
tegrated  pest  control  replaced  the  use 
of  chemical  pesticides,  the  cost  dropped 
to  $20,  a  year.  The  statistics  for 
spotted  alfalfa  in  California  are  very 
similar,  where  in  1957,  the  cost  of  pest 
control  with  chemical  pesticides  was  at 
least  $12  million.  Today,  after  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  integrated  pest  control,  the 
cost  has  been  reduced  to  only  $3  million, 
with  little  or  no  pest  problems  remaining. 

A  recent  edition  of  the  Western  Fruit 
Grower  cites  additional  cases  of  the  suc¬ 
cessful  and  economical  application  of 
integrated  pest  control  in  place  of  the 
use  of  chemical  pesticides.  One  expert  In 
biological  control  has  enabled  a  producer 
of  Valencia  oranges  to  reduce  the  cost  of 
pest  control  from  $200  per  acre,  using 
chemical  control,  to  only  $60  an  acre 
with  integrated  pest  control.  Another 
orange  grower  has  been  able  to  reduce 
his  cost  per  acre  for  pest  control  to  just 
$35  per  acre,  using  integrated  pest  con¬ 
trol,  and  has  had  higher  yields  than  ever 
in  the  history  of  the  grove. 

Another  pest  control  approach  show¬ 
ing  major  promise  is  the  use  of  hor¬ 
mones.  The  principle  is  to  give  an  insect 
its  own  hormone  at  the  wrong  stage 
of  its  life,  so  that  it  upsets  the  insect's 
growth  processes  and  causes  it  to  destroy 
itself. 

For  instance,  recent  laboratory  tests 
have  shown  that  hormones  can  be  suc¬ 
cessfully  used  to  control  the  Mexican 
bean  beetle  which  is  a  major  pest  of  lima 
and  snap  beans.  There  are  two  advan¬ 
tages  to  this  technique.  One,  it  affects 
only  the  treated  species  of  insect  and 
does  not  contaminate  plant  and  animal 
life.  Second,  it  is  impossible  for  insects 
to  develop  immunity  against  it,  since 
they  would  have  to  become  immune  to 
a  hormone  that  is  an  essential  part  of 
their  life  cycle. 

The  use  of  sex  and  food  attractants 
is  a  pest  control  method  showing  excel¬ 
lent  potential.  Under  this  method,  the 
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sex  attractant  of  the  female  of  the  in¬ 
sect  species  is  synthetically  produced 
and  then  used  to  lure  the  insect  popula¬ 
tion  into  traps.  Sex  attractants  have  al¬ 
ready  been  demonstrated  for  such  major 
pests  as  the  cabbage  looper,  pink  boll- 
'worm,  tobacco  hornworm,  and  Japa¬ 
nese  beetle. 

Biological  control  has  emerged  as  one 
of  the  major  and  most  promising  meth¬ 
ods  of  insect  control.  Biological  con¬ 
trol  is  the  use  of  insect  parasites,  preda¬ 
tors,  and  diseases  to  prey  upon  damag¬ 
ing  pests.  USDA  tests  have  shown  that 
imported  cabbage  worms  which  destroy 
cabbage  and  cauliflower,  have  been  par¬ 
asitized  and  killed  at  a  rate  of  92  to  99 
percent  by  parasitic  wasps.  In  another 
major  case,  alfalfa  weevils  declined  90 
percent  during  a  3-year  survey  of  areas 
where  the  USDA  had  released  wasps  that 
parasitize  on  this  pest.  The  USDA  re¬ 
ported  that  use  of  the  parasitic  wasps 
save  farmers  more  than  $600,000  in 
1969.  Further  development  of  this 
means  of  pest  control  is  imperative,  for 
very  often,  DDT  and  other  pesticides  de¬ 
stroy  not  only  the  intended  insect,  but 
also  its  natural  predators  that  are  es¬ 
sential  for  control. 

Insect  sterilization  has  become  one  of 
the  most  effective  ways  to  eliminate  a 
total  insect  population.  In  the  process, 
the  male  of  the  species  is  sterilized 
through  radiation  or  chemicals  and  then 
released  in  the  inspect  population  to 
reduce  breeding.  This  is  the  technique 
that  was  used  to  eradicate  the  screw- 
worm  fly  from  the  southeast  United 
States.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  raised  millions  of  screw-worm 
flies  weekly,  with  radioactive  cobalt  used 
to  make  the  flies  reproductively  sterile. 

Massive  numbers  of  sterilized  flies  were 
air  dropped  regularly  over  thousands  of 
square  miles  infested  by  native  screw- 
worm  flies.  The  sterile  flies  mated  with 
the  native  females,  and  resulting  eggs 
failed  to  hatch.  Repeated  releases  of 
sterile  flies  reduced  screw-worm  num¬ 
bers  until  the  pests  finaUy  disappeared. 

Presently,  the  Agriculture  Department 
is  maintaining  a  barrier  zone  along  the 
United  States-Mexico  border  to  keep  out 
new  sc/ew-worms  through  continuously 
releasing  sterile  flies  along  that  area.  In 
addition,  tests  of  the  sterilization  method 
for  the  eradication  of  the  pink  bollworm 
are  currently  in  process  in  California  and 
Arizona. 

Finally,  the  search  is  now  underway 
for  a  catalyst  which  would  cause  DDT  to 
self-destruct  after  it  had  accomplished 
its  insect  control  tasks.  If  successful,  this 
would  be  a  major  breakthrough  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  tendency  of  hard  pesticides 
to  persist  in  the  environment  long  after 
they  are  needed.  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Walter  Hickel  recency  announced  the 
award  of  a  contract  to  test  this  approach. 

Research  in  these  areas  could  have 
been  greatly  accelerated  in  recent  years 
if  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  had 
received  the  funds  which  it  could  have 
effectively  used. 

In  response  to  direct  requests  from  my 
office  over  the  past  2  years,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  provided  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  amount  of  research  funds 


that  could  be  used  for  seeking  improved 
means  of  nonpesticidal  control. 

For  fiscal  year  1970,  the  Department 
indicated  that  at  least  $4  million  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  administration  budget  could 
be  effectively  utilized  for  necessary  re¬ 
search  on  nonchemical  means  of  pest 
control.  The  areas  of  additional  research 
included  the  following  items — 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  “addi¬ 
tional  research  on  improved  means  of 
nonpesticidal  control  which  could  be 
effectively  undertaken  in  fiscal  year 
1970”: 

For  establishment  of  a  revolving  re¬ 
search  and  development  fund  that  could 
be  used  to  implement  field  scale  pro¬ 
grams  to  test,  develop  and  evaluate  bi¬ 
ological  control  techniques  prior  to  their 
full  application  in  the  field,  $2,000,000. 

For  accelerating  research  on  hormonal 
techniques  for  altering  the  life  cycle  pat¬ 
terns  of  insects,  that  is,  diapause  control, 
altering  reproductive  maturity,  affecting 
feeding  cycles,  and  so  forth,  $250,000. 

For  accelerating  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  on  physical  processes  and  equip¬ 
ment  and  environment  control  for  mass 
rearing  of  insects  for  biological  control 
purposes,  $250,000. 

For  accelerating  basic  research  to  de¬ 
termine  factors  affecting  natural  plant- 
resistance  to  insect  damage,  $300,000. 

For  genetics  research  on  breeding  pest- 
resistant  trees,  $300,000. 

For  research  on  silvicultural  practices 
to  reduce  susceptibility  of  forest  stands 
to  epidemic  attack  by  pests,  $100,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
forest  insects,  $500,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
white  pine  blister  rust,  root-rots,  and 
stem  rusts,  $300,000. 

For  fiscal  year  1971,  the  Department 
has  reported  that  an  increase  of  at  least 
$4.5  million  could  be  effectively  utilized 
for  research  on  nonchemical  means  of 
pest’ control  as  well  as  extra  funds  for  the 
initial  staffing  of  the  pesticide  research 
laboratories  provided  under  Senate  docu¬ 
ment  85,  88th  Congress,  second  session. 
The  areas  of  additional  research  include 
the  following  items — U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  “Additional  research  on  im¬ 
proved  means  of  nonpesticidal  control 
which  could  be  effectively  undertaken  in 
fiscal  year  1971”: 

For  accelerating  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  on  physical  processes  and  equip¬ 
ment  and  environmental  control  for  mass 
rearing  of  insects  for  implementing  pilot 
programs  of  biological  control,  $2,165,- 
000. 

For  expanded  research  on  biological 
control  of  cotton  boll  weevil,  including 
the  use  of  the  sterile  male  technique, 
$1,500,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
citrus  fruit  insects,  $165,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
tropical  fruit  flies,  $165,000. 

For  development  of  nonpersistent  pest 
control  methods,  including  hormonal  in¬ 
secticides,  $165,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
grain  sorghum  insects,  $110,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
cotton  insects,  $110,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
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arthropod  vectors  of  equine  piroplas- 
mosis,  $60,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of 
aquatic  weeds  using  insects,  $60,000. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  copies 
of  the  Department’s  letters  along  with 
program  summaries  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  items 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  8,  1969. 
Hon.  Gaylord  Nelson, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Nelson:  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  request  for  additional  information  re¬ 
garding  the  pesticide  activities  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Your  questions  relate  to  page  44  of  the 
1968  Abstracts  Report  on  Pesticides  and  Re¬ 
lated  Activities,  and  specifically  to  fiscal  year 
1970  funds  for  Improved  Means  of  Nonpesti¬ 
cidal  Control  (Target  2). 

The  initial  request  for  fiscal  year  1970  sub¬ 
mitted  for  Departmental  consideration  in¬ 
cluded  increases  of  $2.0  million  or  a  total  of 
$24.2  million  for  this  item.  As  you  noted,  our 
revised  budget  estimates  now  before  Congress 
includes  $22.3  million  for  research  on  im¬ 
proved  means  of  nonpesticidal  control. 

In  response  to  your  direct  request  for  an 
estimate  of  additional  needs  in  this  area  of 
research  which  could  be  effectively  utilized 
during  the  coming  year,  the  attached  list  of 
research  items  is  submitted.  They  amount  to 
an  estimated  $4.0  million  which  has  not  had 
budgetary  consideration  in  the  Department 
or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Sincerely  yours, 

R.  J.  Anderson, 

Acting  Administrator . 

Additional  Research  of  Improved  Means  of 

Nonpesticidal  Control  Which  Could  Be 

Effectively  Undertaken  in  Fiscal  Year 

1970 

For  establishment  of  a  revolving  research 
and  development  fund  that  could  be  used  to 
implement  field  scale  programs  to  test,  de¬ 
velop  and  evaluate  biological  control  tech¬ 
niques  prior  to  their  full  application  in  the 
field,  $2,000,000. 

For  accelerating  research  on  hormonal 
techniques  for  altering  the  life  cycle  pat¬ 
terns  of  insects,  i.e.,  diapause  control,  alter¬ 
ing  reproductive  maturity,  affecting  feed¬ 
ing  cycles,  etc.,  $250,000. 

For  accelerating  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  on  physical  processes  and  equipment 
and  environment  control  for  mass  rearing 
of  insects  for  biological  control  purposes, 
$250,000. 

For  accelerating  basic  research  to  deter¬ 
mine  factors  affecting  natural  plant  re¬ 
sistance  to  insect  damage,  $300,000. 

For  genetics  research  on  breeding  pest-re¬ 
sistant  trees,  $300,000. 

For  research  on  silvicultural  practices  to 
reduce  susceptibility  of  forest  stands  to  epi¬ 
demic  attack  by  pests,  $100,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of  for¬ 
est  insects,  $500,000. 

For  research  on  biological  control  of  white 
pine  blister  rust,  root-rots,  and  stem  rusts, 
$300,000. 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Agricultural  Research  Service, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  25,  1970. 
Hon.  Gaylord  Nelson, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Nelson:  I  am  sorry  that  we 
were  delayed  in  accumulating  the  data 
needed  to  respond  to  your  letter  of  March  3, 
concerning  our  programs  on  improved  means 
of  nonpesticidal  control  of  pests. 
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Ftmds  available  in  fiscal  year  1970  for  re¬ 
search  to  reduce  pesticide  residue  hazards 
amounts  to  $45.5  million.  Our  Agency  re¬ 
quest  to  the  Department  for  fiscal  year  1971 
included  proposed  increases  for  pesticide  re¬ 
lated  research  totalling  about  $5.6  million,  of 
which  $2.3  million  was  for  partial  staffing  of 
laboratories  provided  under  S.  Doc.  85.  These 
increases  were  not  included  in  either  the 
Department  request  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  or  the  1971  Budget  Estimate.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  partial  staffing,  these  proposed 
increases  included  insect  control  in  various 
crops,  improved  equipment  and  methods  for 
pesticide  application  to  agricultural  crops, 
physical  processes,  equipment  and  environ¬ 
ment  control  for  mass-rearing  of  insects,  and 
reducing  losses  caused  by  insects  in  harvested 
grain. 

You  ask  what  additional  funds  for  this 
research  could  be  utilized  effectively  in  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  Our  estimate  would  in¬ 
clude  the  following  Agency  estimates: 

( 1 )  Research  on  new  and  imroved  methods 
for  controlling  insects  in  crops  and  livestock 
and  equipment  for  improved  methods  of 
pesticides  application  and  for  mass-rearing 
of  insects  for  nonpesticidal  control  of  in¬ 
sects — $3,270,000;  and  (2)  Staffing  new  pesti¬ 
cides  laboratories  provided  under  S.  Doc.  85 — 
$2,620,000.  Because  of  recently  developed, 
promising  new  approaches  to  boll  weevil  con¬ 
trol  including  the  use  of  the  sterile  male 
technique,  we  would  add  another  $1,500,000 
to  our  estimate  of  funds  that  could  be  used 
effectively.  These  estimates  total  $7,390,000. 

These  estimates  are  submitted  at  your  re¬ 
quest  and  should  not  be  construed  as  a  re¬ 
quest  for  funds.  They  have  not  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Department  or  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Sincerely, 

R.  J.  Anderson, 
Associate  Administrator. 

Programs  To  Be  Funded 

FIELD  TEST  PROJECTS 

Establishment  of  a  research  and 

development  fund  to  imple¬ 


ment  pilot  programs  testing 
and  evaluating  biological  con¬ 
trol  techniques  in  the  field. 
Arizona,  California,  Florida, 
Georgia,  Hawaii,  Illinois,  Kan¬ 
sas,  Maine,  Oklahoma,  Wash¬ 


ington,  Wisconsin _ $2, 165,  000 

Eradication  of  the  cotton  boll 
weevil  against  which  45%  of 
all  DDT  is  used _  1,500,000 


Total  funds  for  field  test 
projects _  3,  655,  000 


NEW  RESEARCH  PROJECTS 

Research  on  biological  control  of 

citrus  fruit  insects  Orlando,  Fla_  $165,  000 


Research  on  biological  control  of 

tropical  fruit  flies  Miami,  Fla..  165,  000 
Research  on  development  of  hor¬ 
mones  to  disrupt  insect  growth 

Beltsville,  Md _ - _  165,000 

Research  on  biological  control  of 
grain  sorghum  insects.  Stillwater, 

Okla.  _  110,000 

Research  on  the  use  of  sterile 
males,  attractants  and  other  bio¬ 
logical  controls  of  cotton  insects. 

Phoenix,  Ariz _  110,000 

Research  on  the  control  of  horse 
parasites  by  nonchemical  means 

Beltsville,  Md -  60,  000 

Research  on  the  use  of  harmless  in¬ 
sects  for  the  control  of  water 
weeds.  Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla _  60, 000 


Total  funds  for  new  research 
projects _  835, 000 


Research  Development  and  Pilot  Testing  of 
Promising  Alternative  Methods  for  In¬ 
sect  Control 

NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

Research  on  insecticides  has  been  heavily 
supported  by  private  industry.  Because  cxf 
profit  opportunities,  chemical  industries  are 


willing  to  invest  large  sums  of  money  in  basic 
research  as  well  as  on  the  developmental  and 
evaluation  phases  of  research.  Such  industries 
see  little  opportunity  for  profit  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  marketing  of  biological  agents 
or  in  the  production  and  sale  of  sterile  in¬ 
sects.  Before  new  industry,  perhaps  the 
pharmaceutical  industry,  will  become  inter¬ 
ested  in  producing  and  distributing  biolog¬ 
ical  agents  for  insect  control,  the  techniques 
must  be  demonstrated  as  effective  and  prac¬ 
tical.  For  many  of  the  major  insects  this  can 
be  accomplished  through  large  scale  pilot  test 
programs  to  develop  and  evaluate  promising 
alternative  methods  of  insect  population  sup¬ 
pression  and  eradication.  Many  of  the  re¬ 
search  projects  on  alternative  methods  of  in¬ 
sect  control  have  already  reached  the  stage 
where  we  need  to  undertake  pilot  test  pro¬ 
grams  to  determine  if  the  approaches  under 
investigation  are  effective,  economical,  and 
safe  for  controlling  important  pests  that  now 
require  the  extensive  use  of  insecticides. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

An  annual  appropriation  of  $2,000,000 
would  be  required  for  this  work.  These  funds 
would  be  used  to  conduct  pilot  field  tests  to 
develop  eradication  or  area  suppression 
methods  for  various  insects  by  the  use  of 
sterile  insects,  insect  attractants,  or  mass  re¬ 
leases  of  biological  agents.  Funds  would  be 
allocated  on  a  nonrecurring  basis  only.  When 
each  project  is  completed,  allocation  of  funds 
would  be  discontinued  and  made  available  to 
finance  other  high  priority  research  develop¬ 
ment  and  evaluation  projects.  When  pilot 
tests  involve  insect  problems  in  which  ARS 
regulatory  programs  are  in  progress  or 
planned,  the  regulatory  agencies  would  co¬ 
operate  and  actively  participate  in  the  proj¬ 
ects  so  that  if  successful,  the  procedures 
could  be  put  into  immediate  operation  by  the 
regulatory  agencies. 

Some  examples  of  the  types  of  pilot  field 
tests  that  are  to  be  conducted  with  this  fund 
are: 


Insect 


Control  or  eradication  techniques  to  be 
evaluated  Size  of  pilot  test  area 


Duration  of 

test  (years)  Estimated  annual  cost 


Japanese  beetle. . 

Cabbage  looper . . . 

Codling  moth. . j . 

Caribbean  fruit  fly . . . . 

Sugarcane  borer . . . 

Pea  aphids  on  alfalfa  and  field  peas _ 

Greenbug  (aphids)  on  sorghum _ 

Green  peach  aphid. . . . 

Green  peach  aphid . . . . . . 

Lesser  peach  tree  borer,  codling  moth,  red 
banded  leaf  roller. 

Apple  maggot . . . 

Horn  fly . . . . . 


Sterile  insect  releases  and  attractants _  5,000  acres . . . . 

Light  traps  plus  synthetic  sex  pheromone^.  2,000  square  miles . . . 

Production  and  release  of  sterile  insects _  5,000  acres. . . . 

Integrated  program  of  bait  sprays  and  100  square  miles . 

sterile  fly  releases. 

Production  and  release  of  parasites .  5,000  acres . . . . . 

Production  and  release  of  parasites .  15,000  acres . . . 

Production  and  release  of  parasites _  20,000  acres . . . 

Control  of  overwintered  aphid  forms  on  500  square  mile  Area . . . 

host  pits. 

Elimination  of  Canada  plum  overwintering  1,200  square  miles. . . . . . 

host. 

Sex  attractants,  virgin  female  moths . 25  square  miles.  Washington  Island,  Wis_. 

Attractants  and  release  of  sterile  insects . .  .do . . . . . . . 

Sterile  male,  integrated  control . .  200  square  miles.  (10,000 cattle) . . 


3  $200,000. 

3  $300,000  1st  year,  $100,000  2d  and  3d. 

2  $600,000. 

2  $200,000. 

2  $100,000. 

3  $100,000  1st  year,  $50,000  next  2  years. 

3  $100,000  1st  year,  $50,000  next  2  years. 

3  $100,000. 

5  $100,000  1st  and  2d,  $50,000  next  3  years. 

3  $200,000. 

3  $75,000. 

2  $100,000. 


Physical  Processes  and  Equipment  and 
Environmental  Control  for  Mass  Rear¬ 
ing  of  Insects 

need  for  increase 

Current  methods  of  rearing  Insects  involve 
much  hand  labor  in  tasks  such  as  egg  col¬ 
lecting,  preparation  and  distribution  of  diet 
medium,  setting  up  incubation  and  growth 
chambers,  transfer  of  larvae,  handling  of 
pupae  and  adults  for  sterilization,  and 
cleaning  and  sterilizing  of  equipment.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  unique  characteristics  of  the 
larval,  pupal,  and  adult  forms  of  insects, 
standard  industrial  engineering  techniques 
and  equipment  are  not  directly  applicable. 
Costs  of  rearing  vary  widely  because  of  dif¬ 
ferences  in  growth  characteristics,  diet  re¬ 
quirements,  and  size  of  the  various  insects. 
However,  rearing  costs  must  be  drastically 
reduced  to  permit  economical  and  effective 
use  of  newer  biological  techniques  of  insect 
control. 


PLAN  OF  WORK 

Mechanized  methods  will  be  developed  for 
production  and  handling  of  rearing  media, 
control  of  environmental  conditions  during 
insect  growth,  handling  of  insects  during 
growth,  sorting  by  degree  of  maturation, 
sterilization  and  release  over  infested  areas. 


Location  and  cost 

Columbia,  Mo.,  1  scientist _ $55,  000 

State  College,  Miss.,  1  scientist _  55,  000 

Yakima,  Wash.,  1  scientist _  55,  000 


Total,  3  scientists _  165,  000 


Pilot  Test  of  Boll  Weevil  Eradication 
Program 

NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

The  boll  weevil  is  the  most  important  pest 
affecting  cotton  production  in  the  United 
States.  It  is  responsible  for  losses  that  ag¬ 
gregate  between  $200  to  $300  million  a  year. 


In  addition,  growers  spend  about  $70  million 
in  efforts  to  control  this  pest.  Approxi¬ 
mately  one-third  of  all  insecticides  used  in 
crop  production  is  applied  for  controlling 
the  boll  weevil.  About  45  percent  of  DDT 
used  in  the  United  States  for  insect  control 
is  used  in  connection  with  the  control  of 
the  boll  weevil  and  the  boll  worm  which  gen¬ 
erally  becomes  more  numerous  after  insecti¬ 
cides  are  applied  for  controlling  the  boll 
weevil.  Intensive  research  during  the  last 
8  years  has  been  carried  out  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  cooperating  States 
in  an  effort  to  develop  methods  of  boll 
weevil  control  that  could  lead  to  eradication 
of  this  pest  from  the  United  States.  The 
research  on  various  alternative  methods  that 
might  be  integrated  to  achieve  eradication 
of  the  insect  has  advanced  to  the  stage 
where  a  major  pilot  field  test  is  necessary 
to  determine  if  we  have  the  technical  knowl¬ 
edge  required  to  eliminate  the  boll  weevil 
populations. 
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PLAN  OP  WORK 

This  pilot  test  site  will  be  centered  in  an 
area  near  Columbus,  Mississippi,  and  will 
consist  of  approximately  10,000  acres  of  cot¬ 
ton  which  will  constitute  the  test  area  to 
determine  if  eradication  is  technically  and 
operationally  feasible  All  cotton  grown 
within  a  radius  of  75  miles  of  the  test  area 
will  be  treated  with  nonpersistent  insecti¬ 
cides  to  suppress  the  boll  weevil  population 
and  to  minimize  long-range  flight  of  the  in¬ 
sect  into  the  central  eradication  test  area. 
The  central  eradication  test  area,  consisting 
of  10,000  acres  of  cotton,  will  be  treated  with 
nonpersistent  organo-phosphorous  insecti¬ 
cide  in  the  fall  of  1971  to  suppress  popula¬ 
tions  by  an  estimated  99  percent  before  the 
boll  weevil  goes  into  winter  hibernation. 
The  following  spring,  traps  will  be  baited 
with  the  synthetic  boll  weevil  sex  pheromone 
to  further  reduce  the  surviving  boll  weevil 
before  they  can  enter  fields  of  cotton.  In 
addition,  boll  weevils  that  have  been  ster¬ 
ilized  will  be  released  routinely  in  the  cotton 
fields  to  complete  the  job  of  population  erad¬ 
ication.  The  same  type  of  program  will  be 
continued  for  a  second  year  to  eliminate  any 
survivors  that  may  have  escaped  during  the 
first  year’s  program  or  to  prevent  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  boll  weevils  that  might  enter 
the  central  area  from  surrounding  cotton. 
Some  of  the  research  aspects  of  the  program 
iwill  be  centered  at  the  Boll  Weevil  Research 
Laboratory  at  State  College,  Mississippi.  The 
State  of  Mississippi  is  constructing  a  facility 
for  rearing  the  boll  weevils  needed  for  steri¬ 
lization  and  release. 

To  carry  out  a  pilot  test  program  of  the 
nature  outlined  will  require  $2,500,000  each 
year  for  2  years.  The  Agricultural  Research 
Service  and  the  Cooperative  State  Research 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Cotton  Producers  Institute  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  contribute  from  existing  financial 
resources  $1,000,000  of  the  required  $2,500,- 
000.  Additional  funds  of  $1,500,000  would  be 
required  to  make  it  possible  to  undertake 
the  program  described. 

Insect  Pests  op  Citrus 

NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

In  order  to  prevent  or  resolve  insect  and 
mite  problems  on  trees  and  fruit,  commer¬ 
cial  growers  must  apply  a  considerable  num¬ 
ber  of  sprays  throughout  the  year.  Insecti¬ 
cides  disturb  ecological  balances  by  destroy¬ 
ing  beneficial  insect  enemies  of  secondary 
pests  which  permits  the  latter  to  reach  dam¬ 
aging  numbers.  Crop  residues,  environmen¬ 
tal  contamination,  repetitive  high  costs,  and 
hazard  to  spray  applicators  and  to  personnel 
working  in  citrus  orchards  are  a  few  of  the 
limitations  of  insecticide  control  methods. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

Basic  information  on  insect  physiology, 
metabolism,  radiation,  biology,  ecology,  ge¬ 
netics,  and  climatic  requirements  will  be 
developed  which,  in  turn,  will  enable  more 
efficient  pathogens,  predators,  afad  parasites 
to  be  developed.  Specific  attention  will  be 
directed  toward  attractants  and  cultural 
controls. 

LOCATION  AND  COST 

Orlando,  Pla.  (3  scientists) _ $165, 000 

Tropical  Fruit  Flies 

NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

Four  species  of  tropical  fruit  flies  of  eco¬ 
nomic  importance  are  established  in  the  U.S. 
Three  are  found  in  Hawaii  and  the  fourth  in 
Florida.  Establishment  of  fruit  flies  on  the 
mainland  U.S.  would  result  in  potentially 
heavy  losses  to  citrus,  deciduous  fruit,  and 
vegetable  crops. 

-  In  September  1969,  18  oriental  fruit  flies 
were  found  in  the  El  Monte  area  of  Los  An¬ 
geles  County,  California.  Prompt  detection 
and  action  on  the  part  of  county.  State,  and 
Federal  officials  has  resulted  in  the  elimina¬ 


tion  of  this  pest.  However,  increased  world 
travel  and  trade  will  probably  result  in  more 
frequent  outbreaks  of  this  type,  thereby 
increasing  the  chances  that  these  fruit  flies 
may  become  established  on  the  mainland 
despite  rigid  quarantines. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

Work  will  be  directed  toward  more  efficient 
bait  sprays,  and  more  effective  natural  and 
synthetic  attractants.  The  sterile  fly  release 
method,  which  has  been  used  successfully  to 
eradicate  the  oriental  fruit  fly  from  Guam 
and  the  melon  fly  from  Rota,  will  be  de¬ 
veloped  for  use.  Integrated  programs  using 
bait  sprays,  male  annihilation,  and  sterile  fly 
techniques  will  be  studied. 

location  and  cost 

Miamin,  Fla  (3  scientists) - $165,000 


Develop  Selective  Nonpersistent,  Including 
Hormonal,  Insecticides 
need  for  increase 

Research  has  shown  that  entrance,  trans¬ 
location,  and  site  and  mode  of  pesticide 
action  in  the  target  organisms  are  related 
to  compositional  elements  and  molecular 
configuration  of  the  individual  compounds. 
The  physical  and  chemical  properties  of  these 
substances  including  sol’ bility,  volatility, 
ionization,  and  other  properties,  affect  per¬ 
formance,  persistence,  and  efficiency  of  the 
materials.  Because  of  the  complexity  of  the 
problem  due  to  the  interaction  of  more  than 
200  chemicals  with  several  hundred  organ¬ 
isms,  our  information  is  fragmentary  and 
incomplete. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

Investigations  will  be  undertaken  to  (1) 
determine  the  relationship  of  element  com¬ 
position  and  molecular  configuration  of 
pesticides  to  overall  pesticidal  activity,  and 
(2)  determine  the  effects  of  pesticides  on 
target  organisms  and  nontarget  organisms. 

LOCATION  AND  COST 

Beltsville,  Md.  (3  scientists) - $165,000 


Insect  Pests  of  Grain  Sorghum 

NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

In  1968  a  serious  outbreak  of  greenbug 
occurred  on  10  million  acres  of  sorghum  in  a 
nine  State  area  from  southern  California  to 
Texas  and  north  to  South  Dakota.  Taxono¬ 
mists  agreed  that  morphologically  and 
taxonomioally  greenbugs  which  caused 
damage  to  sorghums  were  the  same  species 
as  those  known  to  cause  serious  damage  to 
wheat  and  other  small  grain  crops.  However, 
they  believe  a  new  “strain”  of  greenbug  has 
either  evolved,  or  has  been  accidentally  in¬ 
troduced,  which  has  biological  and  physio¬ 
logical  adaptations  that  allow  the  insects  to 
survive  and  multiply  on  grain  sorghums. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

Basic  and  applied  research  will  be  under¬ 
taken  to  (1)  determine  the  host-plant  rela¬ 
tionships,  particularly  the  effects  of  the  host 
plant  on  the  micro-environment  which  may 
contribute  to  the  abundance  of  the  green¬ 
bug  on  grain  sorghum  and  wheat;  (2)  in¬ 
vestigate  biological  control  by  native  para¬ 
sites,  predators,  and  diseases,  and  explore 
foreign  areas  to  find  new  and  more  effective 
parasites  and  predators;  (3)  determine  the 
nature  of  the  damage  and  define  levels  of 
infestations  that  cause  economic  damage  to 
the  crops;  and  (4)  seek  varieties  resistant  to 
the  greenbug. 

LOCATION  AND  COST 

Stillwater,  Okla.  (2  scientists) _ $110,000 

Insect  Pests  of  Cotton 

NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

Losses  to  insects  in  the  United  States  are 
estimated  to  be  10  percent  of  the  crop  an¬ 
nually.  In  additon  to  the  direct  losses  in 
yield  and  control  costs,  other  losses  result 
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from  the  use  of  insecticides  to  control  cot¬ 
ton  pests.  Drift  from  insecticides  used  to 
control  cotton  pests  in  the  lower  Rio  Grande 
Valley  has  resulted  in  greatly  increased  pop¬ 
ulations  of  brown  soft  scale  on  citrus.  Also, 
in  Arizona,  California,  and  other  States,  in¬ 
secticides  used  repeatedly  on  cotton  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  killing  off  thousands  of  colonies  of 
bees  and  destroying  other  pollinators. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

Research  approaches  would  include  ( 1 )  the 
use  of  sterile  male  technique  to  suppress 
population  buildup  and  thereby  to  effect  con¬ 
trol  or  eradication,  (2)  the  use  of  the  insect 
itself  to  attract  and  trap  others  of  the  same 
species,  (3)  the  use  of  synthetic  pheromones 
and  other  chemical  attractants  to  lure  in¬ 
sects  to  traps  or  killing  devices,  (4)  the  use 
of  parasites  and  predators  to  suppress  pop¬ 
ulation  buildup,  (5)  the  use  of  viruses,  bac¬ 
teria,  and  other  pathogens,  and  (6)  the  use 
of  a  combination  of  chemical,  cultural,  and 
biological  control  methods  to  control  or  era¬ 
dicate  a  given  species. 

LOCATION  AND  COST 

Phoenix,  Ariz.  (2  scientists) _ _  $110,000 

Arthropod  Vectors  of  Equine 

PlROPLASMOSIS 
NEED  FOR  INCREASE 

The  use  of  horses  for  recreation  is  increas¬ 
ing  and  it  is  important  that  equine  piroplas- 
mosis  be  prevented  from  gaining  the  foothold 
in  the  United  States  that  it  now  has  in  other 
areas  of  the  world.  This  disease  is  caused  by 
blood  parasites  which  are  transmitted  from 
horse  to  horse  by  ticks. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

Specific  identification  of  the  ticks  involved, 
the  physiological  processes  within  the  tick 
relating  to  transmission  of  the  disease  and 
the  required  interactions  between  host,  tick 
vectors,  and  parasites  will  be  researched. 
Control  of  ticks,  at  the  present  time,  is  al¬ 
most  entirely  accomplished  by  use  of  insec¬ 
ticides  applied  to  the  individual  animal  by 
sprays,  dips,  dusts,  or  by  oil  preparation  into 
the  ears.  The  effect  of  those  treatments  on 
the  horse  will  be  investigated. 

LOCATION  AND  COST 

Beltsville,  Md.  (1  scientist) _ $60,000 

Biological  Control  of  Aquatic  Weeds 

Using  Insects 
need  for  increase 

The  use  of  herbicides  for  control  of  weeds 
in  and  along  irrigation  canals  and  other 
water  bodies  has  largely  replaced  the  less 
effective,  more  expensive,  and  slower  mechan¬ 
ical  methods.  However,  most  of  the  herbicides 
are  expensive,  some  kill  fish,  and  very  few 
have  tolerances  established  in  water  for  ir¬ 
rigation,  livestock  watering,  or  potable,  in¬ 
dustrial,  and  recreation  uses. 

PLAN  OF  WORK 

It  has  proven  feasible  and  economical  to 
utilize  foreign  and  related  arthropods  as 
biological  agents  to  suppress  undesirable 
weeds  of  foreign  origin.  Weeds,  especially 
those  that  adversely  affect  recreational  values 
and  the  flow  of  irrigation  and  drainage 
waters  in  the  southern  United  States,  origi¬ 
nated  from  South  America.  Research  will 
be  undertaken  to  identify  insects  found  to 
be  associated  with  target  weed  hosts  in  for¬ 
eign  countries  to  determine  their  degree  of 
host  specificity,  synchronization  with  host- 
plant  cycles,  ability  to  inflict  significant  in¬ 
jury,  and  methods  of  propagation,  transport, 
and  release. 

■  location  and  cost 

Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla.  (about  $10,000  of 
this  would  be  directed  toward  some  ex¬ 
ploratory  work  at  Hurlingham,  Argentina) 

(1  scientist) _ $60,000 

Mr.  NELSON.  The  $7.9  million  in  the 
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committee- reported  bill  for  staffing  five 
pesticide  research  laboratories  has  no 
relationship  to  the  research  to  be  funded 
by  this  amendment. 

The  research  projects  covered  by  this 
amendment  will  not  be  done  at  those 
laboratories  but  will  be  carried  out  at 
other  Agriculture  Department  facilities 
or  by  researchers  at  universities  and  col¬ 
leges.  The  laboratories  affected  by  the 
$7.9  million  were  established  for  specific 
research  activities  none  of  which  is 
geared  to  conduct  the  research  necessary 
for  the  projects  related  to  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Furthermore,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  during  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  hearings  on  this  bill,  the  Agriculture 
Department  witnesses  indicated  that 
there  were  two  major  obstacles  to  be 
overcome  before  the  five  laboratories 
could  become  fully  operational  with  full 
staffs.  One  problem  was  adequate  fund¬ 
ing,  which  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  has  effectively  taken  care  of.  But  the 
other  difficulty  was  the  ceiling  on  the 
number  of  personnel  that  the  Agriculture 
Department  can  hire.  This  ceiling  was 
legislated  by  Congress  and  is  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Office  of  Management  and 
the  Budget.  In  fact,  over  the  past  year, 
the  staff  of  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  has  been  reduced  by  some  1,500 
employees.  Therefore,  it  appears  that  the 
Department  might  not  even  be  able  to 
use  these  staffing  funds  over  the  next  2 
years,  as  provided  by  the  bill,  unless 
something  is  done  to  obtain  the  author¬ 
ity  for  a  sizable  increase  in  the  agency’s 
personnel  ceiling. 

The  $4.5  million  in  research  funds  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  amendment  can  be  effec¬ 
tively  used  right  now,  regardless  of  the 
situation  with  staff  ceilings.  These  pro¬ 
posed  programs  will  be  conducted  by 
researchers  already  located  in  Depart¬ 
ment  facilities  or  by  non-Government 
researchers  in  university  or  other  facili¬ 
ties. 

Each  project  that  would  be  funded  by 
this  amendment  is  critically  needed  now. 
Otherwise,  we  will  only  be  delaying  the 
time  when  the  use  of  pesticides  in  the 
United  States  can  be  substantially  re¬ 
duced. 

The  major  item  covered  by  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  establishment  of  a  research 
and  development  fund  to  set  up  pilot  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  field  to  test  and  evaluate 
various  techniques  of  biological  control. 
These  techniques  have  already  been  thor¬ 
oughly  researched  in  the  laboratory  and 
now  must  be  tested  in  the  field  to  deter¬ 
mine  their  effectiveness.  Tentatively  11 
States  have  been  selected  as  sites  for 
these  pilot  programs.  The  States  were 
chosen  because  the  pest  in  question  is 
found  in  abundant  numbers  in  that  re¬ 
gion.  The  insects  that  are  the  target  for 
these  pest  programs  are  12  of  the  most 
harmful  pests  in  the  United  States.  They 
include  the  Japanese  beetle  in  Illinois 
and  Georgia,  the  cabbage  looper  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  the  coodling  moth  in  Washington, 
the  Caribbean  fruit  fly  in  Florida,  the 
sugarcane  borer  in  the  Virgin  Islands, 
pea  and  alfalfa  aphids  in  Washington, 
greenbugs  in  Kansas  and  Oklahoma, 
green  pea  aphids  in  Washington  and 
Maine,  various  peach  and  apple  pests  in 


Wisconsin,  and  the  horn  fly  in  California 
and  Hawaii.  The  cost  of  setting  up  this 
fund  would  be  $2,165,000. 

The  second  major  project  to  be  funded 
by  this  amendment  is  a  pilot  test  of  an 
eradication  program  in  Mississippi  to 
deal  with  the  boll  weevil.  This  cotton  pest 
is  responsible  for  losses  to  cottongrowers 
of  between  $200  to  $300  million  each 
year.  In  addition  growers  spend  some  $70 
million  in  efforts  to  control  this  pest. 
Approximately  one-third  of  all  insecti¬ 
cides  used  in  crop  production  in  the 
United  States  is  applied  to  control  the 
boll  weevil. 

Intensive  research  over  the  past  8  years 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
cooperating  States  has  developed  several 
promising  methods  of  control  and  eradi¬ 
cation.  This  research  has  advanced  to 
the  state  where  a  major  pilot  field  test  is 
necessary  to  determine  if  the  pest  can 
be  effectively  eradicated. 

In  order  to  carry  out  the  pilot  test 
program  necessary,  $2.5  million  will  be 
needed  for  each  of  2  years.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  the  Cooperative  State  Research 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  the  Cotton  Producers  Insti¬ 
tute  are  prepared  to  contribute  from  ex¬ 
isting  financial  resources,  $1  million  of 
the  required  $2.5  million. 

The  existing  financial  resources  from 
which  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
will'  obtain  its  share  of  the  $1  million  is 
unfortunately  existing  and  proposed  re¬ 
search  programs  from  which  funds  will 
have  to  be  redirected.  These  projects  in¬ 
clude  the  following : 

Research  To  Be  Postponed 

1.  Pilot  test  to  determine  If  sterilized 
(sterilize  males  for  mating)  corn  earworm 
moths  can  be  used  to  control  this  pest.  Test 
planned  on  island  of  St.  Croix. 

2.  Pilot  test  to  determine  if  egg  parasites 
(parasites  that  feed  on  eggs)  are  capable 
of  controlling  boll  weevils  on  cotton  and 
vegetables. 

3.  In  State  of  Washington,  pilot  test  to 
determine  if  mass  production  and  sustained 
release  of  parasites  of  pea  insects  can  control 
this  alfalfa  pest. 

4.  Program  with  Texas  A  &  M  to  determine 
more  information  on  the  uses  of  sex  attract- 
ants  on  the  boll  weevil. 

5.  Pilot  test  on  island  off  California  to 
determine  if  populations  of  the  horn  fly 
cattle  pest  can  be  eliminated  through  inte¬ 
grated  use  of  insecticides  and  sterile  flies. 

6.  Proposed  project  on  the  identification 
and  synthesis  of  chemical  components  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  pink  bollworm  to  attract  males. 
Major  cotton  pest. 

7.  Proposed  research  on  sex  attractant  for 
range  caterpillar  in  New  Mexico.  Situation 
has  reached  epidemic  proportions  in  New 
Mexico;  insecticides  for  its  control  are  con¬ 
sidered  hazardous  to  the  environment. 

8.  Proposed  research  project  at  Mississippi 
State  University  to  develop  alternative  meth¬ 
ods  of  controlling  Lygus  bug;  a  major  pest 
of  alfalfa,  cotton  and  other  crops. 

9.  Research  proposal  to  determine  poten¬ 
tial  value  of  protozoan  pathogen  (disease 
causing  agent)  for  control  of  tobacco  bud- 
worm.  This  insect  has  developed  resistance 
to  insecticides;  biological  controls  urgently 
needed. 

However,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
there  is  no  immediate  source  in  sight  for 
the  final  $1.5  million  that  will  be  re¬ 
quired  in  order  to  undertake  the  full 
program.  It  seems  clear  that  the  Agri¬ 


cultural  Research  Service  cannot  afford 
to  cut  back  or  delay  any  further  research 
projects  in  order  to  raise  the  additional 
funds  that  are  needed.  In  order  to  insure 
that  the  total  project  covering  some 
10,000  acres  can  be  undertaken  this  year, 
this  amendment  will  provide  $1.5  mil¬ 
lion.  Without  these  additional  funds,  my 
office  has  been  advised  that  only  a  token 
program  or  possibly  no  program  at  all 
will  be  undertaken  during  this  year.  If 
that  occurs,  we  will  only  be  further  de¬ 
laying  the  day  on  which  the  boll  weevil 
will  be  successfully  eradicated  and  one- 
third  of  the  total  insecticide  use  in  the 
United  States  can  be  stopped. 

The  two  previous  items  both  fall  in  the 
area  of  applied  research,  where  the  sci¬ 
entists  in  laboratories  have  completed 
their  work  and  are  ready  to  test  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  their  findings  in  the  field. 

The  additional  projects  covered  by  this 
amendment  fall  in  the  category  of  new 
research  or  continued  research  aimed  at 
finding  improved  means  to  control  or 
eliminate  certain  pests. 

Citrus  fruit  growers  face  a  constant 
problem  of  insect  and  mite  infestation  on 
their  trees  and  fruit.  In  order  to  deal 
with  these  problems  they  apply  a  vast 
number  of  chemical  sprays  on  their 
groves  throughout  the  year.  The  research 
project  that  would  be  supported  by  this 
amendment  would  involve  three  scien¬ 
tists  in  Orlando,  Fla.,  certainly  one  of 
the  major  citrus  producing  areas  of  the 
country,  and  would  cost  $165,000.  Seek¬ 
ing  alternative  methods  to  deal  with  the 
citrus  fruit  insects,  the  researchers  will 
seek  basic  information  on  insect  phy¬ 
siology,  metabolism,  biology,  genetics, 
climatic  requirements.  They  hope  to  de¬ 
velop  more  effective  pathogens,  preda¬ 
tors,  and  parasites.  This  research  must 
be  done  in  an  area  of  abundant  citrus 
production  and  Orlando  was  chosen  for 
that  reason. 

This  amendment  would  also  provide 
funds  for  research  to  control  and  eradi¬ 
cate  tropical  fruit  flies  which  are  be¬ 
ginning  to  threaten  some  Southern  fruit 
crops.  Four  species  of  tropical  fruit  flies 
are  already  found  in  the  United  States, 
three  in  Hawaii,  and  one  in  Florida.  This 
research  project,  which  would  be  con¬ 
ducted  in  Miami,  Fla.,  by  three  scien¬ 
tists  at  a  cost  of  $165,000,  would  be  di¬ 
rected  toward  the  development  of  an  in¬ 
tegrated  pest  control  program  using  bait 
sprays,  male  annihilation,  and  sterile  fly 
techniques.  This  research  must  be  done 
in  Miami  since  the  tropical  fruit  fly  is 
isolated  there  and  transporting  it  else¬ 
where  for  study  might  unintentionally 
enable  this  pest  to  gain  a  foothold  else¬ 
where  in  this  country. 

Research  on  the  basic  chemical  com¬ 
position  of  pesticides  and  their  relation¬ 
ship  to  both  target  pests  and  nontarget 
pests  will  be  covered  by  funds  provided 
by  this  amendment.  Previous  research 
has  shown  that  the  manner  in  which 
pesticides  affect  both  target  and  non¬ 
target  pests  is  related  to  the  molecular 
structure  of  individual  chemical  com¬ 
pounds.  It  is  hoped  that  this  research  will 
be  able  to  determine  whether  modifica¬ 
tions  of  the  molecular  structure  of  the 
chemical  pesticide  will  enable  only  tar¬ 
get  pests  to  be  affected  by  the  chemical. 
This  project  will  be  undertaken  in  Belts- 
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ville,  Md.,  by  three  scientists  at  a  cost  of 
$165,000  since  the  major  components  of 
the  ARS’s  chemistry  research  depart¬ 
ment  are  located  there. 

The  greenbug  represents  one  of  the 
major  pest  threats  to  grain  sorghum  in 
the  United  States.  In  1968  there  was  a 
very  serious  outbreak  of  greenbug  in¬ 
festation  of  some  10  million  acres  in  a 
nine-State  area  ranging  from  California 
to  Texas  and  north  to  South  Dakota. 
This  amendment  would  provide  $110,000 
for  research  in  Stillwater,  Okla.,  to  seek 
the  development  of  biological  control 
method  to  deal  with  the  greenbug.  The 
research  would  also  determine  the  nature 
of  damage  to  the  crops,  the  level  of  in¬ 
festation  which  causes  economic  damage, 
and  the  crop  varieties  that  are  resistant 
to  the  greenbug.  This  project  must  be 
done  in  this  region  of  the  country,  where 
grain  sorghum  is  a  major  agricultural 
crop. 

In  addition  to  the  boll  weevil  eradica¬ 
tion  program  which  was  cited  earlier, 
this  amendment  provides  funds  to  seek 
means  of  controlling  the  pink  boll  worm, 
which  is  a  major  cotton  pest  affecting 
the  crop  in  the  Southwestern  region  of 
the  United  States.  This  research,  which 
will  be  conducted  at  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  at  a 
cost  of  $110,000,  will  seek  to  develop  an 
integrated  pest  control  program,  to  be 
used  primarily  in  the  Southwest,  includ¬ 
ing  the  use  of  sterile  males,  sex  attract- 
ants,  parasites  and  predators,  and  limited 
use  of  selected  chemicals.  Since  the 
problems  of  cotton  pest  control  differ  in 
the  Southwest  as  compared  to  other 
regions  of  the  country,  it  is  necessary 
that  this  research  be  done  in  that  part 
of  the  Nation. 

Another  project  that  would  be  sup¬ 
ported  by  this  amendment  is  basic  re¬ 
search  on  blood  parasites  affecting  horses 
which  are  transmitted  from  animal  to 
animal  by  ticks.  One  scientist  from  Belts- 
ville,  Md.,  will  thoroughly  study  the  phys¬ 
iological  factors  that  enable  the  tick  to 
travel  from  one  animal  to  another  carry¬ 
ing  the  harmful  parasites.  Presently,  the 
control  of  these  ticks  is  accomplished  al¬ 
most  entirely  by  the  use  of  insecticides 
applied  to  the  individual  animal.  One  of 
the  goals  of  the  research  will  be  to  de¬ 
termine  if  alternative  means  of  pest  con¬ 
trol  can  be  developed. 

The  final  project  which  would  be 
funded  by  this  amendment  involves  the 
use  of  insects  to  control  weeds  growing  in 
or  along  the  banks  of  irrigation  canals, 
streams,  and  other  bodies  of  water.  Ear¬ 
lier  these  weeds  were  destroyed  by  mow¬ 
ing,  cutting  or  other  physical  methods. 
But  now  these  slower  and  inefficient 
methods  have  been  replaced  by  the  use 
of  herbicides.  However,  as  the  uses  of 
these  herbicides  have  increased  chemical 
residues  have  mounted  in  the  streams 
and  rivers,  killing  fish  and  threatening 
other  forms  of  marine  life. 

Many  of  the  weeds  now  adversely  af¬ 
fecting  the  waters  of  the  Southern  United 
States  originated  from  South  America. 
It  has  proven  feasible  and  economical  in 
some  instances  to  use  certain  insects  to 
destroy  undesirable  weeds. 

Researchers  on  this  project  will  at¬ 
tempt  to  identify  the  insects  associated 
with  the  target  weeds  and  then  study 
that  insect’s  ability  to  damage  the  weeds. 


They  will  also  review  the  insect’s  propa¬ 
gation,  mobility,  and  potential  for  use 
in  the  United  States.  This  project  will  be 
undertaken  in  Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla.,  with 
limited  work  to  be  done  in  Argentina. 

The  $4.5  million  increase  provided  by 
this  amendment  will  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  take  the  promis¬ 
ing  results  of  the  laboratory  into  the 
field  for  tests  and  demonstration  proj¬ 
ects.  It  will  enable  the  Department  to 
accelerate  already  promising  work  and 
to  initiate  essential  new  work  without  re¬ 
ducing  ongoing  programs. 

Now  is  the  time  for  Congress  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a 
form  mandate  and  sufficient  funds  to  ac¬ 
celerate  its  effort  to  seek  improved  non¬ 
chemical  means  of  pest  control. 

Crop  and  forest  damage  from  insects 
totals  billions  of  dollars  annually  world¬ 
wide.  Damage  from  the  massive  indes- 
criminate  use  of  pesticides  to  control  in¬ 
sects  is  beyond  our  capacity  even  to 
measure  at  this  stage  in  history.  How 
many  billions  in  economic  damage  no  one 
knows.  We  do  know  that  the  continued 
massive  use  of  slow  degrading  pesticides 
has  worldwide  environmental  implica¬ 
tions  that  spell  disaster.  The  scentific 
community  is  alarmed  about  it.  The 
United  Nations  is  convening  a  world  con¬ 
ference  on  the  environment  in  1972. 
Everyone  now  knows  the  hour  is  late 
and  the  time  for  action  is  right  now. 
Not  next  year  or  next  month  but  today. 
These  programs  already  long  delayed 
cannot  be  further  postponed  by  any  gov¬ 
ernment  that  professes  an  intelligent  in¬ 
terest  in  preserving  the  livability  of  the 
planet.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
fact  sheet  outlining  its  purpose  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  fact 
sheet  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Senator  Nelson’s  Amendment  to  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  Bill 
funds  for  pest  control  research 

Purpose. — To  restore  $4.5  million  for  re¬ 
search  to  seek  improved  methods  of  non¬ 
chemical  pest  control. 

Why.— This  increase  must  be  made  now  in 
order  to  accelerate  development  of  elfective 
substitutes  for  the  persistent  chemical  pesti¬ 
cides  now  harming  the  environment. 

Background. — In  its  agency  budget  pro¬ 
posal,  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  re¬ 
quested  an  increase  of  more  than  $4  million 
for  nonchemical  pest  control  research.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Agriculture  Department  or  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  failed  to  approve  the 
request.  As  a  result,  the  ARS  must  not  only 
reduce  on-going  programs,  but  is  prevented 
from  accelerating  already  promising  work 
and  initiating  essential  new  research. 

Examples. — Biological  control — Using  in¬ 
sect  parasites,  predators,  and  diseases  to 
eliminate  harmful  pests. 

Hormones — Disrupting  the  natural  growth 
and  development  of  pests  by  introducing  cer¬ 
tain  hormones  into  its  system  at  critical 
times. 

Sterilization — Inducing  sexual  sterility  in 
male  pests  through  radiation  or  chemicals  to 
reduce  breeding  potential. 

Attractants — Using  sex  or  food  attractants 
to  lure  pests  into  a  trap. 

Integrated  control — Primary  use  of  bio¬ 
logical  control  with  limited  use  of  selective 
chemicals. 

PROGRAMS  TO  BE  FUNDED 

Establishment  of  a  research  and 

development  fund  to  imple- 
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ment  pilot  programs  testing 
and  evaluating  biological  con¬ 
trol  techniques  in  the  field. 

Arizona,  California,  Florida, 

Georgia,  Hawaii,  Illinois,  Kan¬ 
sas,  Maine,  Oklahoma,  Wash¬ 


ington,  Wisconsin _ $2, 165,  000 

Eradication  of  the  cotton  boll 
weevil  against  which  75%  of  all 

DDT  is  used.  Columbus,  Miss _  1,  500,  000 

Research  on  biological  control 
of  citrus  fruit  insects.  Orlando, 

Fla. _  165,  000 

Research  on  biological  control  of 

tropical  fruit  flies.  Miami,  Fla_  165,  000 

Research  on  development  of  hor¬ 
mones  to  disrupt  insect  growth. 

Beltsville,  Md _  165,  000 

Research  on  biological  control  of  f 
grain  sorghum  insects.  Still¬ 
water,  Okla _  110,  000 

Research  on  the  use  of  sterile 
males,  attractants  and  other 
biological  controls  of  cotton  in¬ 
sects.  Phoenix,  Ariz _  110,000 

Research  on  the  control  of  horse 
parasites  by  nonchemical 

means.  Beltsville,  Md _  60,  000 

Research  on  the  use  of  harmless 
insects  for  the  control  of  water 
weeds.  Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla _  60,  000 


Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time  for  discussion 
of  the  amendment  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  since 
unfortunately  I  may  not  be  able  to  be 
present  on  the  floor  tomorrow  after  the 
vote  on  the  agricultural  bill,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  I  be  permitted  to  take 
the  unusual  step  of  making  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  in  praise  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  time  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Nel¬ 
son)  not  start  to  run  until  the  beginning 
of  its  consideration  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee’s  Agriculture  Subcommittee  I 
particularly  want  to  commend  my  col¬ 
league  from  Florida  on  the  remarkable 
job  he  has  done,  not  only  this  year  but 
in  past  years,  in  handling  the  agriculture 
appropriations  bill. 

His  name  is  indelibly  stamped  on  a 
number  of  Department  of  Agriculture 
programs,  not  only  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  handling  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  but  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  both  House  and  Senate  Agriculture 
Committees  at  a  time  when  programs  of 
truly  monumental  importance  to  this 
country  and  the  world,  such  as  the  Public 
Law  480  program,  were  being  developed. 

I  know  I  speak  for  all  of  my  colleagues 
when  I  say  that  very,  very  few  men  in  the 
history  of  this  body  have  handled  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  problems  and 
needs  here  in  the  legislative  branch  as 
well  as  the  senior  Senator  from  Florida. 
His  encyclopedic  knowledge  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  his  fight  for  fiscal  responsibil¬ 
ity  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
program,  his  fairness  to  those  who  have 
served  on  the  subcommittee  all  tell  us  of 
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a  man  with  great  learning,  principles 
and  kindness.  He  will  be  sorely  missed 
when  the  Senate  takes  up  this  bill  again 
next  year. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
press  my  very  great  gratitude  to  my 
friend  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  for 
his  very  generous  statement. 


S 10869 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  425— TO  PER¬ 
MIT  A  SBNATE  EMPLOYEE  TO 
TESTIFY  IN\A  CIVIL  ACTION 

Mr.  WILLIAMS',  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  offer  ^resolution  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  res^l  the  resolu¬ 
tion,  as  follows : 

S.  Res.  425 
Whereas,  the  cases  of  United  Sftytes  Steel 
Corporation  versus  United  Mine  Workers  of 
America,  et  al„  civil  action  numbered  70- 
724,  Jones  &  Laughlin  Steel  Corporation 
versus  United  Mine  Workers  of  AmericaY  et 
al.,  civil  action  numbered  70-725,  Bethlehe 
Mines  Corporation  versus  United  Mine  Worki 
ers  of  America,  et  al.,  civil  action  numbered  ' 
70-727,  Republic  Steel  Corporation  versus 
United  Mine  Workers  of  America,  et  al.,  civil 
action  numbered  70-728,  are  pending  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  Western 
District  of  Pennsylvania;  and 

Whereas  a  subpoena  has  been  issued  out 
of  said  court  and  addressed  to  Gerald  M. 
Feder,  a  staff  employee  of  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare;  and 

Whereas  by  the  privilege  of  the  Senate  and 
by  Rule  XXX  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  information  secured  by  staff  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Senate  pursuant  to  their 
official  duty  as  employees  may  not  be  re¬ 
vealed  without  the  consent  of  the  Senate; 
Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  Gerald  M.  Feder,  a  staff 
employee  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare,  be  authorized  to  appear  and 
testify  at  the  aforementioned  proceeding; 
and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  if  it  should  appear  by 
order  of  the  court  in  the  aforementioned 
proceeding  that  documentary  evidence  in  the 
possession  and  under  the  control  of  the 
Senate  is  needful  for  use  in  said  court  of 
justice  for  the  promotion  of  justice,  the 
Senate  authorizes  such  action  thereon  as  will 
promote  the  ends  of  justice  consistently 
with  the  privileges  and  rights  of  the  Senate; 
be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  if  the  said  court  should  de¬ 
termine  that  any  of  the  papers  ojr  documents 
in  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of 
the  Senate  have  become  part  of  the  official 
transcripts  of  public  proceedings  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  by  virtue  of  their  inclusion  in  the  offi¬ 
cial  minutes  and  official,  transcripts  of  such 
proceedings  for  dissemination  to  the  public 
upon  order  of  the  Senate  or  pursuant  to 
the  rules  of  the  Senate,  and,  further,  that 
such  papers  and  documents  are  material 
and  relevant  to,/  the  Issues  pending  before 
said  court,  then  copies  of  such  papers  and 
documents  in  the  possession  or  control  of 
the  aforementioned  Gerald  M.  Feder  may  be 
produced,  .excepting  any  other  papers  and 
documents  which  are  within  the  privileges 
of  the  Senate. 

6  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
the  resolution? 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  2  weeks  ago,  several  thou¬ 
sand  coal  miners  participated  in  a  walk¬ 
out  claiming  that  their  mines  were  un¬ 
safe  and  that  the  Bureau  of  Mines  has 
not  been  inspecting  the  coal  mines  in 
accordance  with  the  Federal  Coal  Mine 
Health  and  Safety  Act  of  1969.  Several 
coal  mine  operators  have  sought  an  in¬ 
junction  against  the  walkout.  The  court 
of  appeals  has  directed  the  trial  court 
to  receive  testimony  on  the  issue  of  the 
reason  for  the  walkout  and  whether  the 
Bureau  of  Mines  has  enforced  the  act. 

Factual  information  relevant  to  these 
issues  has  come  to  the  attention  of  my 
Subcommittee  on  Labor.  Gerald  M.  Fed¬ 
er,  associate  counsel  to  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  has  been  subpoenaed  to  testify  re¬ 
garding  that  factual  information.  Should 
the  resolution  authorizing  his  testimony 
be  agreed  to,  Mr.  Feder  will  be  free  to 
testify  as  to  factual  information  which 
is  now  a  matter  of  public  record  or  which 
is  available  to  any  member  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  from  the  subcommittee  files. 

He  will  not  be  free  to  testify  as  to 
‘internal  Senate  matters,  or  informa¬ 
tion  which  he  may  have  obtained  in 
confidence.  Nor  will  he  be  free  to 
express  opinions  and  judgments  relat¬ 
ing  t\the  factual  matters  before  the 
Court. 

Mr.  Resident,  this  subpena  is  for 
appearance  tomorrow  in  the  Federal 
District  Court  in  Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolutions.  Res.  425)  was  agreed 
to. 


I OUNCEMENT 
VOTES 


CORRECTION  OF 
OF  POSITION 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  through  an  inadvertanoe,  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  that  two  positions  of  the  Senator 
froin  Washington  (Mr.  MagnuSon)  were 
not  announced  on  yesterday,  am,  at  his 
request,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  permanent  Record  be  corrected  to 
show  that  he  would  have  voted  “yea\on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  able  Sem 
tor  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater),  thl 
rollcall  being  No.  212  legislative,  and  that 
his  position  would  have  been  announced 
as  “yea”  on  the  amendment  (No.  758) 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Goodell)  ,  appearing  in  the  Record 
as  rollcall  No.  215  legislative;  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected  to  show  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  was  necessarily  absent 
on  those  two  rollcalls. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  COOPER-CHURCH 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  my 
statement  expressing  my  reasons  for  vot¬ 


ing  for  the  Cooper-Church  amendment, 
that  statement  having  appeared  on  page 
S10274  of  the  Record  of  June  30,  1970. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  / 

Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
previously,  I  expressed  my  opposition  to  the 
Cooper-Church  amendment  because  I  felt 
that  the  first  paragraph  would  convey  a  mes¬ 
sage  to  the  extent  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  was  not  to  be  allowed  to  exer¬ 
cise  his  powers  under  the  Constitution  as 
Commander  in  Chief  In  order  to  protect 
American  forces  stationed  in  South  Vietnam. 

I  also  expressed  at  that  time  my  support  of 
paragraphs  2,  3/and  4  of  the  Cooper-Church 
language  believing,  as  I  did,  and  as  I  do  now, 
that  they  are  calculated  to  prevent  our  enter¬ 
ing  into  a  new  commitment  or  getting  in¬ 
volved  in  a  new  war. 

Mr.  President,  with  the  acceptance  of  the 
Mansfield  amendment,  together  with  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  Byrd-Griffin  amendment,  I 
believe  it  has  now  been  made  clear  that  the 
President,  acting  as  Commander  in  Chief 
■Under  the  Constitution,  not  only  possesses 
the  constitutional  power  to  protect  the  lives 
of  American  forces  wherever  deployed,  which 
includes  South  Vietnam,  but  also  that  he 
may  exercise  that  power  in  an  emergency 
situation  to  protect  those  troops  without 
being  forced,  if  it  is  impracticable  to  do  so, 
to  consult  the  Congress  first. 

Accordingly,  I  believe  now  that  this  weak¬ 
ness,  having  been  cured,  I  can  and  will  sup¬ 
port  the  Church-Cooper  language  as 
amended.  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  to  do 
likewise. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  also  previously  indi¬ 
cated  my  belief  that  if  the  Church-Cooper 
language  as  originally  written  were  passed  by 
the  Senate,  the  House  would  not  accept  it. 

I  trust,  now  that  the  language  has  been 
amended  as  originally  described,  that  the 
House  will  accept  this  language. 

The  Vice  President.  The  time  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  expired. 

Mr.  Mansfield.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  Vice  President.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  is  recognized  for  1  additional 
minute. 

Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  believe  that  the  Senate  has  performed  a 
service  to  the  country  by  this  extended  de¬ 
bate,  because  it  clearly  indicates  that  the 
Congress  intends  to  share  the  war  powers 
under  the  Constitution  while  at  the  same 
time  we  recognize  the  powers  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  as  Commander  in  Chief.  In  summation, 
e  convey  a  clear  message  to  our  own  people, 
cNir  own  troops,  and  to  the  enemy  that  our 
troops  will  be  protected,  but  that  the  prior 
approval  of  Congress  will  be  necessary  before 
our  Nation  can  be  committed  to  any  new 
land  wV  in  Southeast  Asia — thus  avoiding 
our  beccrtping  bogged  down  in  new  Vietnams. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  10  A.M., 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  if  there 
be  no  further  business  to  oome  before 
the  Senate,  I  move,  in  accordance  with 
the  previous  orders  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournmen\until  10  a.m.,  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed,  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  50  minutes  p.iih)  the  Senate 
adjourned  until  tomorrow^  Thursday, 
July  9,  1970,  at  10  a.m. 
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SENATE 

1.  APPROPRIATIONS,  AGRICULTURAL.  Passed  (73  yeas  to  6  nays)  H.R.  17923,  FY  1971 
appropriations  bill  adopting,  in  addition  to  those  adopted  yesterday,  the 
following  amendments: 

Mathias  amendment  increasing  grants  to  the  States  to  raise  meat  inspection 
levels  to  Federal  standards.  This  amendment  would  also  amend  basic 
legislation  to  permit  interstate  shipment  of  meat  from  plants  inspected  under 
a  Federally  approved  state  system; 

Nelson  amendment  No.  766,  modified,  increasing  funds  for  ARS ; 

Goodell  amendment  (as  amended  by  Holland  substitute)  increasing  operating 
funds  of  FHA  to  implement  increased  water  and  waste  disposal  grants;  and 

Cooper  amendment  providing  additional  funds  for  horse  disease  research. 

Conference  requested  and  conferees  appointed,  pp.  S 10928 -45 


2.  MARKETING  ORDERS;  APPLIES.  Disagreed  to  House  amendment/to  S.  1456,  to  permit 

marketing  orders  under\the  .Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act;  since  the 
President  had  signed  amendment  into  law,  conference  not  requested  and 
measure  returned  to  House\  p.  S 10973  / 

3.  ENVIRONMENT.  Sen.  Javits  expressed  his  support/ior  the  President's  new 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  Sen.  Holdings  joined  him  praising  the 
establishment  of  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  in  the 
Commerce  Dept.  pp.  S10978 ;  S1096NSh-64  / 

Sen.  Hatfield  reviewed  the  positive  action  taken  by  Oregon  to  preserve  and 
protect  its  natural  beauty  and  placed/in  the  Record  several  articles  on 
aspects  of  environmental  protection  that  state,  pp.  S10917-20 

4.  NATIONAL  PARK.  Committee  on  Interior  and  insular  Affairs  reported  with 

amendments  S.  2565,  Everglades  rational  Pa)sjk.  boundary  and  authorization  bill 
(S.  Rept.  No.  91-1011).  p.  Sljef880  \ 

5.  ECONOMY.  Sen.  Goodell  stated/ that  the  President economic  measures  deserve 

"to  be  given  a  fair  assessment  and  a  fair  opportunity  to  work"  and  that  the 
economy  is  not  the  "plaything  of  partisan  political,  pp.  S10875-76 

/  HOUSE  \ 

6.  REORGANIZATION  PLAN$;  ENVIRONMENT.  Both  Houses  received  Presidential  messages 

transmitting  the  following:  \ 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  3,  establishing  the  Environmenta\Protection 
Agency (H.  Dpt . 91-364) ; to  the  Committees  on  Government  Operations; 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  4,  transferring  various  functions  relative  to  the 

»  atmosphere  to  Commerce,  and  establishing  the  Nationar\Oceanic 
leric  Administration  (H.  Doc.  91-365);  to  the  Committees'. on 
Operations;  \ 

expressing  concern  with  the  condition  of  the  physical  environment 
L - 366 ) ;  to  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  ana\to 
Committees  on  Public  Works,  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  Commerce, 
nd  Insular  Affairs,  and  Government  Operations,  pp.  S10877-80,\ 

/  H6523-7 

/ 

./ 
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H.  R.  17923 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  9, 1970 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only :  Provided  further, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to 
7  U.S.C.  2250,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except 
headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $25,- 
000,  except  for  six  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  which- 
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ever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on 
alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of 
$100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland:  Provided 
further,  That  the  limitations  on  construction  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $350,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  to  a  post-mortem  and  incinerator  facility  for  animal 
disease  and  parasite  research: 

Besearch:  Eor  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  ( 1  )$446-,-443 ,200  $160,- 
446,200,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to 
and  merged  with  this  appropriation  (2)7  except  that  $4,000- 
OOO  of  the  foregoing  amount  shah  he  available  for  matching 
with  funds  utilized  for  research  under  publie  law  89  50-2-,  and 
of  which  (3)$4, 500,000  $3,760,000  shall  remain  available 
until  expended  for  plans,  construction,  and  improvement  of 
facilities  without  regard  to  limitations  contained  herein :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to 
replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of 
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April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  he  used  to 
formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  more  than 
$15,000,000  for  research  to  be  financed  by  transfer  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  (4):  Provided 
further,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
he  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  less 
than  the  amount  required  to  conduct  the  pesticides  research 
program  as  authorized  pursuant  to  Public  Laws  88-573  and 
89-316; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and 
eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  ac¬ 
tivities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.O. 
1114'b-c) ,  (5)198,619,750  $99,369,750,  of  which  (6) 
$24300,000  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant 
to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the 
control  of  outbreaks  of  insects,  plant  diseases  and  animal 
diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  condi¬ 
tions:  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or 
administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum  matching  by  any 
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State  of  at  least  40  per  centum:  Provided  further,  That,  in 
addition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the  livestock  or  poul¬ 
try  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  cor¬ 
porations  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the 
arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest, 
contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  dis¬ 
eases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the 
Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended 
balance  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next 
preceding  fiscal  year  shall  he  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fimd:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subpro¬ 
fessional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $2,000,- 
000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the 
previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise 
available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by 
the  United  States  for  market  development  research  author¬ 
ized  by  section  104  (b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104(b)  (3)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1704  (b) 
(1) ,  (3)  ) ,  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments 
in  the  foregoing  currencies :  Provided  further,  That  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed  and 
can  be  used  most  effectively  to  cany  out  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000 
of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  for¬ 
eign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  as  amended  by  5  U.S.O.  3109. 

Cooperative  State  Besearcii  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  (7)$58, 390,000  $61,- 
390,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act, 
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approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved 
August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  admin¬ 
istration  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture; 
(8)$4, 01 2,000  $ 4,412,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  for¬ 
estry  research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10,  1962  (16 
U.S.C.  582a— 582a-7) ,  (9>$^000y090  $ 3,350,000 ,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for 
scientific  research  under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C. 
450i) ,  of  which  $1,000,000  shall  he  for  the  special  cotton 
research  program  and  $400,000  for  soybean  research;  $160,- 
000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations 
under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and 
$514,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$50,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  in  all, 
(10)$65, 07-6, 000  $ 69,826,000 . 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments 
for  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 


8 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 


20 


21 


22 


23 

24 


25 


(7  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3  (b) 
and  3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $89,321,000;  payments  for  the  nutri¬ 
tion  education  program  for  low-income  areas  under  section 
3  (d)  of  the  Act,  $48,560,000;  ( [Inpayments  for  rural  de¬ 
velopment  work  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act  $10,400,000 ; 
payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  - 
205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O. 
1623-1624) ,  $1,450,000;  and  payments  for  extension  work 
under  section  109  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Edu¬ 
cation  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7 
U.S.C.  329),  $700,000;  in  all.  (12)in  all,  $4407031r,990 
$150,431,000 :  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated 
pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall 
not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability 

of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for  expenditure 

; 

during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  employees’  compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  Eor  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  (13)$13,515,000  $12,932,600. 

Penalty  mail:  Eor  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,617,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  Eor  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
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the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5, 
1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627),  and  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C. 
329 ) ,  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership 
for  the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several 
States  and  insular  possessions,  $4,188,000. 

Parmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  fanner  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,684, - 

000 . 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm  irri¬ 
gation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  for  soil 
and  water  management  as  may  he  necessary  to  prevent 
H.P.  17923 - 2 
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1  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs  and  to  control  agricul- 

2  tural  related  pollutants)  ;  operation  of  conservation  plant 

3  materials  centers;  classification  and  mapping  of  soil;  dis- 

4  semination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration 

5  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance  of 
b  aircraft,  ( 1 5)$  IAS , 55 7 , 000  $128,457 ,000,  with  which  shall 
7  l)c  merged  the  unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  for 
3  the  previous  fiscal  year  under  this  head  (1  Gy+Pro-vidcd,  That 
9  Public  irftw  Eighty  fourth  Congress-,  making  appropria- 

4b  tions  for  the  Ecpartment  of  Agriculture  and  E-arm  Credit 
4 4  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  dtp  1956,  and 

12  for  other  purposes,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the 

1 3  period  following  the  last  proviso  m  the  section  entitled  -Flood 
44  Prevention-^  substituting  a  comma  and  adding  the  following: 
4^  Amd  where  the  Army  does  have  jurisdiction  and  responsi 
4b  lufi-ty,  may  enter  into  agreements  with  the  Army  to  carry 
47  out  jointly  the  measures  heretofore  set  out  and  in  areas  where 
43  the  Secretary  is  authorised  to  -purchase  land  rights  for  strae 
4^  turaf  measures^  the  Secretary  in  lieu  of  such  acquisition,-  may 
2b  reimburse  local  organizations  for  such  proportionate  share  of 
24  the  cost  of  land  rights  furnished  by  local  organizations  as  the 

22  Secretary  deems  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  national 

23  interest.—  :  Provided  ( 1 That  the  cost  of  any  per- 

24  manent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive 
of  the  cost  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system 
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and  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with 
the  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with 
land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 
$2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  he  construced  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  he  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per 
building  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other 
existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per 
building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  build¬ 
ing  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government  :  Provided  f  urther, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil 
and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further,  That,  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  f  urther,  That  qualified  local 
engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

KIVER  BASIN  SURVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investiga¬ 
tions  and  surveys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  water- 
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ways,  in  accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954, 
as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1006),  to  remain  available  until 
expended;  $9,043,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the 
Department  for  river  basin  survey  purposes :  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  and  not  to  exceed 
$60,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C. 
3109. 

WATEESIIED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  (18)$6- 
698,000  $ 5,434,000 ,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this 
head:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

WATEESHED  WOBKS  OF  IMPEOVEMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  meas¬ 
ures,  including,  but  not  limited  to  research,  engineering 
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operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegeta¬ 
tion,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved 
August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16 
U.S.C.  590  a— f) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 
(19>$74,278-,000  $ 76,000,000 ,  with  which  shall  be  merged 
the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or 
transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection  pur¬ 
poses:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.O.  3109:  Provided  further,  That 
$5,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until 
expended  for  loans. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.O.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  held  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
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1  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 

2  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  expended; 

3  $21,037,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 

4  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 

5  the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided, 

6  That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 

7  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  ex- 

8  pended  for  loans. 

9  GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

10  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 

11  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 

12  16  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 

13  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p) , 
11  (20)$15, 355,009  $16,355,000,  to  remain  available  until 
15  expended. 

10  RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

17  For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
19  sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
29  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 

21  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 

22  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f,  (21)$437- 

23  87B;000  $14,676,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 

24  Provided,  That  $3,300,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct 

25  loan  account  of  the  Fanners  Home  Administration  shall  be 
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available  for  loans  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1922-1929),  and  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1011(e)),  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided 
further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706 
(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) ,  and  not 
to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109. 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to 
agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and  popu¬ 
lation,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources  in  agri¬ 
culture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and  farm 
finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm 
products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  prospects 
for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  development 
and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly  and  analy¬ 
sis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of  interna- 
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1  tional  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies  as  they 

2  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm  products ; 

3  (22)^44^5037900  $ 16,228,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  less 

4  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  application  shall 

5  he  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a 

6  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the  farmer  and 

7  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he 

8  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 

9  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 

10  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 

11  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 

12  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 

13  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 

14  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 

15  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 

16  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

17  Statistical  Reporting  Service 


18 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


19  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Serv- 

20  ice  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  in- 

21  eluding  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination 

22  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by 

23  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 

24  1 627 )  and  other  laws,  (23)$47hUUt7400  $77,874,800 :  Pro¬ 


vo 


vided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be 
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available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of 
apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and 
not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  payments  to  States;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  (24)  $449,247, 000  $ 159,247,000 , 
of  which  $10,000,000  shall  he  available  only  for  additional 
grants  under  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act  to  those  States  in 
which  State  meed  inspection  programs  have  been  approved 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  equal  to  Federal  inspec¬ 
tion  and  in  which,  notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of 
law,  carcasses,  parts  thereof,  meat,  and,  meat  food  products 
prepared  under  such  approved  State  inspection  shall  therefore 
H.R.  17923 - 3 
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be  eligible  for  admission  into  interstate  commerce  (25)r-of 
which  $47-000-, -000  shah  be  placed  in-  reserve  fe  be  released 
only  when-  required  4e  carry  eel  the  Wholesale  Meal  Adi 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  pursuant 
to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2250)  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of 
buildings  and  improvements,  but,  unless  otherwise  provided, 
the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year 
shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the 
building,  whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
F or  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623(b)),  (26>f4T000T000 


15  $ 1,750,000 . 
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REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.O.  612c)  shall  be  used  only  for  commodity 
program  expenses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related 
operating  expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  bv  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Act  of  August  8,  1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $3,084,000  for  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders  pur- 
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suant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961; 
and  (4)  in  addition  to  other  amounts  provided  in  this  Act, 
not  more  than  $186,058,000  (including  not  to  exceed  $2,- 
000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses)  for  (a)  child 
feeding  programs  and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by 
law  in  the  School  Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act, 
as  amended;  and  (b)  additional  direct  distribution  or  other 
programs,  without  regard  to  whether  such  area  is  under  the 
food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of  direct  distribution,  to 
provide,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  their  place  of  per¬ 
manent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other  needy  chil¬ 
dren  and  low-income  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  be  suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own, 
from  general  and  continued  hunger  resulting  from  insufficient 
food. 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Special  Milk  Program,  as  authorized  by  section  3  of 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1772) ,  $104,- 
000,000:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  onlv  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized  by  law 
«/ 

for  fiscal  year  1971. 
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CHILI)  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  ol 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1761  (27);  Public  Law  91-248  and  the  applicable 
provisions  other  than  section  3  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 


of  1966,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1773-1785)  (28);  Public 
Law  91-248,  (29)8261,248.000  $ 476,007,000 ,  of  which 
$174,033,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  funds  avail¬ 
able  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7 


U.S.C.  612c)  :  Provided ,  That  of  the  foregoing  total  amount 
there  shall  be  available  (30)$  18,34-7,000  $204,747,000  for 
special  assistance  to  needy  (3  l)schoefe;  school  children 
$12,000,000  for  the  school  breakfast  program,  (32)$47r 
500,000  $ 15,000,000  for  the  nonfood  assistance  program, 
(33)$7-50,000  $ 1,500,000  for  State  administrative  expenses, 
and  $12,000,000  for  special  food  service  programs  for  chil¬ 
dren  (34)te  remain  available  until  September  3 0  of  the 
nest  succeeding  fiscal  year;  Provided  further,  That  funds 
provided  herein  shall  remain  available  until  expended  in 
accordance  with  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  as  amended :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section 
5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended:  Provided 
further,  That  an  additional  $64,325,000  shall  he  transferred 
to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
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the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  for  purchase 
and  distribution  of  agricultural  comodities  and  other  foods 
pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.O.  2225) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  he  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program 
pursuant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended, 
(3 5)$  1-, 2 50y0 QO-,-00  0  $1,750,000,000:  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  only  within  the  limits  of 
amounts  authorized  by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 

IDE.  17923 - 4 
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1766,  (3 6)$2 1 , 0-2-3 ,000  $ 24,773,000 :  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  he  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further, 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds 
appropriated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this 
appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SAX  ARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  cany  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1-1 7b),  $2,552,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses 
to  formulate  and  cany  out  programs  authorized  by  title  ITT 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  16  (d) ,  16  (e) , 
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16(f),  16(i),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q)  ;  sub¬ 
titles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837, 
1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  (3 7)$ 152, 6-90,000  $150, 000 - 
000 :  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $68,779,000 
may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation 
from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not 
to  exceed  $30,228,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  other  funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservative  Service  for  authorized  activi¬ 
ties  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  ( 1 )  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural 
legislation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3) 
for  salaries  or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  com¬ 
munity  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8  (b)  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations  (38):  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  carry  out  any  price  support  program  (other 
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1  than  for  sugar)  under  which  payments  aggregating  more  than 

2  $ 20,000  under  all  such  programs  are  made  to  any  person  on 

3  any  crop  planted  in  the  fiscal  year  1971. 

4  SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

5  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro- 

6  visions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.O.  1011-1161)  r 

7  $83,600,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 

8  succeeding  fiscal  year. 

9  AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

10  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 

11  authorized  in  section  7  to  15,  16  (a)  and  17  of  the  Soil  Con- 

12  servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 

13  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590o,  590p  (a) , 
11  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  the  prepa¬ 
id  ration  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 

10  State,  interstate,  and  international  fail's  within  the  United 

11  States,  $185,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December 
13  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with 

19  the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 

20  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 

21  Agriculture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1969 

22  and  1970,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1968,  to 

23  December  31,  1970,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  none  of  the 

24  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
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State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided  further,  That 
no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III) , 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United 
States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1971  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices, 
including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices  and  pollution 
abatement  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  ^59)849ot5007(100  $ 190,000,000 , 
excluding  administration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to 
exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s 
agricultural  conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the 
recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of 
the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con- 
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servation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating 


and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the 
participating  counties,  and  shall  not  he  utilized  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and 
other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made 
available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency 
for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program,  $2,500,- 
000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the 
purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  cor¬ 
poration,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Depart¬ 
ment,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment 
of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  con¬ 
victed  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent 
pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 
amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
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visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal 
services  or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation 
or  appropriation  by  Congress  except  upon  request  of  any 
Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland 
adjustment  program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965  (7  U.S.C.  1838),  $77,800,000. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

(40 ^INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 
For  necessary  expenses  involved  in  making  payments 
to  dairy  farmers  who  have  been  directed,  to  remove  their  milk 
from  commercial  markets  because  it  contained  residues  of 
chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  by  the  Federal 
Government ,  $500,000:  Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds 
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1  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make  indemnity  pay- 

2  ments  to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from  commercial 

3  markets  as  a  result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  procedures 

4  prescribed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

5  (41)Rpral  Comm  exit  y  Development  Service 

6  SALARIES  ANE>  EXPENSES 

7  For  necessary  expenses,  net  otherwise  provided  toy  of 

8  the  -Rural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 

9  leadership  and  related  services  in  carrying  out  the  rural  areas 

10  development  activities  el  the  department,  $23-OtOOO :  Pro 

11  videdj  That  not  to  exceed  $37000  shall  he  available  for  enr 

12  pleyment  under  §  UtS.C.-  3109t 

13  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

14  salaries  and  expenses 

15  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 

16  General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen- 

17  fence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 

18  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 

19  under  5  U.S.C.  3109.  (42>$Uh-37Sd400  $ 12,412,000(4 >3), 

20  and  in  addition ,  not  less  than  $3,434,000  shall  be  derived  by 

21  transfer  from  appropriation,  uFood  Stamp  Program"  and 

22  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

23  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

24  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

25  For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Pack- 

26  ers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
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employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225).  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  (44)$g75Q8?65Q 

$ 3,748,000 . 

Office  of  tiie  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $5,657,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Department,  $2,256,000,  of  which 
total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $612,000  may  be  used 
for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  he  available 
to  he  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks 
furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates 
in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  IJ.S.C.  417),  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two 
hundred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the 
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Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44 
U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.O.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  imder  5  TJ.S.O.  3109. 

National  Agricultukal  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  (45)$3-,6L4t-759  $ 3,914,750 :  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  he  available  for  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  TJ.S.O.  2225) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  5  TJ.S.O.  3109:  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  pur¬ 
suant  to  7  TJ.S.O.  2250  for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  build¬ 
ings  and  improvements. 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Man¬ 
agement  Services  to  provide  management  support  services 
to  selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  (46)$3,384;00Q  $3,459,000. 
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General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscel¬ 
laneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  (47)15,559,000  $6,058,- 
000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed 
from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to 
the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  5  U.S.O.  551-558: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount 
shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and  representation  ex¬ 
penses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary(48)-7  Provided  further,  That  net  te  exceed  $269.- 
000  ef  fonds  contained  in  the  Working  Capital  -Fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  authority  of  Public  Daw  £8  429  may  be  used 
to  carry  out  responsibilities  under  the  Civil  Rights  Aet  of 
4004. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 

follows : 
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LOAN  AUTHORIZATION 


For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  he  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3  (e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows:  rural  electrification  program, 
(49)$32-9,999,099  $ 352,000,000 ,  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 


gram,  (o0)$423tS0'9,-909  $ 138,800,000  1 


That  an  additional  $29j999^999  is  placed  in  contingency 
reserve  to  he  made  available  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such 


amount  is  required  during  tire  current  fiscal  year  under  the 
then  existing  conditions  for  expeditious  and  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  rural  electrification  and  rural  telephone  programs. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  700(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 
(52>$447043,909  $ 14,896,000 . 

Farmers  Home  Administration 


DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
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otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may 
be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate  loans, 
(53)>$8^tOQOt009t  $1 23,000,000,  and  operating-  loans, 
$275,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FUND 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  517  (m)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
(A4)$30, 000,000  $19 ,000 ,000  shall  be  available  from  funds 
in  the  rural  housing  insurance  fund.  Hereafter,  farmer  appli¬ 
cants  for  direct  or  insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  to  provide  only  such  collateral  security  as  is  required 
of  owners  of  nonfarm  tracts. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  rural  housing  insur¬ 
ance  fund,  as  authorized  by  section  521  (c)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490a  (c)  ) ,  $334,000. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 
For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926) ,  $100,000,- 
000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations 
for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516 
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1  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  H.S.C.  1486) , 

2  $2,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

3  MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 

4  For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 

5  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c) ,  (55)82,125,000 
5  $ 775,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

7  SELF-HELP  HOE  SING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

8  For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523  (b)  (1)  (B)  of 

9  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c)  and  related 

10  advances,  (56)$lj000,000  $400,000,  to  remain  available 

11  until  expended. 

12  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

13  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis- 

14  tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  pro- 

15  grams  authorized  by  the  Oonsobdated  Farmers  Home  Ad- 

10  ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1991),  as 

1^  amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
l8  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490c,  83  Stat.  399) ,  the  Rural  Rehabili- 
10  tation  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 

20  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444),  and  for  carrying  out  the  re- 

21  sponsibibties  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  sections 

22  235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  as  amended  (12 
22  II.S.C.  1715z-1715z-l) ,  and  section  701  of  the  Housing 
24  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  461), 

2 '_)  000  $87 ,250,000,  together  with  not  more  than  (5£ 


35 


1  000  $ 2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with 

2  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the 

3  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 

4  amended,  and  sections  514(b)  ( 3 )  and  5 1 7  ( i )  of  the  Housing 

5  Act  of  1949,  as  amended(59^— which  net  more  than 

6  $2-50,000  shah  he  available  for  the  administration  ef  Pablic 

7  Law  94-229:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 

8  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 

9  administered  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appro- 

10  priation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 

11  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a  )  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 

12  (7  U.S.C.  2225)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  in- 

13  creases:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this 

14  paragraph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 

15  rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 

16  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

17  TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

18  The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 

19  authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 

20  funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  corpora- 

21  tion  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make  such 

22  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal  year 

23  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 

24  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
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1  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the 

2  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except 

3  as  hereinafter  provided: 

4  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

5  ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

6  For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $12,000,000. 

7  FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

8  Not  to  exceed  $2,335,000  of  administrative  and  operat- 

9  ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 


10 


11 


reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses 


12  To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 

13  realized  losses  sustained  in  prior  years  but  not  previously 

14  reimbursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 

15  U.S.C.  7l3a-ll,  7 13a— 12 ) ,  in  the  following  amounts: 

16  fiscal  year  1968,  $249,998,669;  fiscal  year  1969,  (60)$2— 

17  $63y4567m  $3,113,156,331;  in  total,  (0 1  )$3r44AA55,000 

18  $3,363,1 55,000 :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by 

19  this  Act  shall  he  used  to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for 
26  the  sale  of  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title  I  of 

21  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as  amended  to  any  nation 

22  which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft 

23  under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equip- 

24  ment,  materials  or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is 
governed  by  a  Communist  regime. 
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LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTEATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $36,500,000  shall  be  available  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 
Provided,  That  $945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program 
of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the 
Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at 
such  times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  con¬ 
tract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services) 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance, 
improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  other¬ 
wise  recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs, 
including  interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7 
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U.S.O.  1701-1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736(1) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  follows :  ( 1 )  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit 
terms  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $411,100,000;  and 
(2)  commodities  supplied  in  connection  with  dispositions 
abroad,  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $291,400,000. 

BARTERED  MATERIALS  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 
For  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic 
and  other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange 
of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the 
supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  May  28,  1956, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  $25,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

TITLE  IV— EELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  (62)$-I70547000  $ 4,226,000  (from 
assessments  collected  from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be 
obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for  administrative 
expenses,  including  the  hire  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle. 
TITLE  V— GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 
Sec.  501.  Within  the  imit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition 
to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  six  hun- 
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dred  and  sixty-two  (662)  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of 
which  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  (456)  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.O.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations 
of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized 
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1  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  Sep- 

2  tember  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 

3  1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 

4  with  said  Acts. 

5  Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 

6  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obbgation  beyond  the  current 

7  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

8  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

9  ture  and  Eelated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1971”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  June  9,  1970. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Cleric. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  July  9,  1970. 

Attest :  EEANOIS  E.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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ithin  ten  days  notify  the  Secretary  of  any 
theft,  or  destruction  of  the  firearm, 
anX  after  such  notice,  of  any  recovery. 

“(\  A  licensed  dealer  shall  not  sell  am¬ 
munition  to  a  person  for  use  in  a  firearm 
requireXto  be  registered  without  either  (1) 
requiring\the  purchaser  to  exhibit  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  registration  or  temporary  evidence  of 
registration Nof  a  firearm  which  uses  such 
ammunition,  ftnd  noting  the  certificate  num¬ 
ber  or  date  oXthe  temporary  evidence  of 
registration  on  She  records  required  to  be 
maintained  by  tlX  dealer  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  923(d)  of  this^Utle,  or  (2)  ascertaining 
and  recording  that  ©be  ammunition  is  for 
use  in  a  firearm  that  ds  not  required  to  be 
registered  under  FederaV  or  State  law. 

“§  935.  Penalties 
“(a)  Whoever  violates  a  {Vrovision  of  sec¬ 
tion  932  or  934  shall  be  puni^ed  by  impris¬ 
onment  not  to  exceed  two  year\or  by  a  fine 
not  to  exceed  $2,000,  or  both. 

“(b)  Whoever  knowingly  falsifies  any  in¬ 
formation  required  to  be  filed  withNjie  Sec¬ 
retary  pursuant  to  this  chapter,  or  fosses  or 
alters  any  certificate  of  registration  orstem- 
porary  evidence  of  registration,  shall  be  Pun¬ 
ished  by  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  five 
years  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  $10,000,  or  botl 
“(c)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b),' 
no  information  or  evidence  obtained  from 
an  application  or  certificate  of  registration 
required  to  be  submitted  or  retained  by  a 
natural  person  in  order  to  comply  with  any 
provision  of  this  chapter  or  regulations  is¬ 
sued  by  the  Secretary  shall  be  used  as  evi¬ 
dence  against  that  person  in  a  criminal  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  respect  to  a  violation  of  law 
occurring  prior  to  or  concurrently  with  the 
filing  of  the  application  for  registration  con¬ 
taining  the  information  or  evidence. 

"§  936.  Disposition  of  firearms  to  Secretary 
“(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pay 
reasonable  value  for  firearms  voluntarily  re¬ 
linquished  to  him. 

“(b)  A  person  who  lawfully  possessed  a 
firearm  prior  to  the  operative  effect  of  any 
provision  of  this  title,  and  who  is  ineligible 
to  possess  such  firearm  by  virtue  of  such 
provision,  shall  receive  reasonable  compensa¬ 
tion  for  the  firearm  if  surrendered  to  the 
Secretary. 

“§  937.  Rules  and  regulations;  periods  of 
amnesty 

’  “The  Secretary  may  prescribe  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  he  deems  reasonably  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter,  including  reasonable  requirements 
for  the  marking  of  firearms  that  do  not  have 
serial  numbers,  and  may  declare  periods  of 
amnesty  for  the  registration  of  firearms. 

“§  938.  Disclosure  of  information 
“Information  contained  on  any  certificate 
of  registration  or  application  therefor  /nail 
not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  NationaLCrime 
Information  Center  established  by  yse  Fed¬ 
eral  Bureau  of  Investigation,  anjr  to  law 
enforcement  officers  requiring  a*ch  infor¬ 
mation  in  pursuit  of  their  officia^Guties. 

“§  939.  Assistance  to  Secretary, 

“When  requested  by  the  S^retary,  Federal 
departments  and  agencie^ shall  assist  the 
Secretary  in  the  administration  of  this  title,” 

TITLE  II— ^CENSING 
Sec.  201.  Chapter  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  an^rded  by  inserting  after 
section  923  the  following  new  section: 

“§  923A.  State  urarmit  system;  Federal  gun 
liciafoes 

“(a)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  which 
States  or  political  subdivisions  of  States  have 
adequateypermit  systems  for  the  possession 
of  fireaums  and  shall  publish  in  the  Federal 
Registfr  the  names  of  such  States  and  politi¬ 
cal  syrodivisions. 

>)  An  adequate  permit  system  shall  in¬ 
clude  provision  for — 


“(1)  identification  of  the  permit  holder 
appearing  on  the  permit,  including  name, 
address,  age,  and  signature  or  photograph; 

“(2)  restrictions  on  issuance  of  a  permit  to 
a  person  who  is  under  indictment  or  who  has 
been  convicted  in  any  court  of  a  crime  pun¬ 
ishable  by  imprisonment  for  a  term  exceed¬ 
ing  one  year,  or  who  is  a  fugitive  from  jus¬ 
tice; 

“(3)  restrictions  on  issuance  of  a  permit  to 
a  person  who,  by  reason  of  age,  mental  con¬ 
dition,  alcoholism,  drug  addiction,  or  pre¬ 
vious  violations  of  firearms  laws  cannot  be 
relied  upon  to  possess  or  use  firearms  safely 
and  responsibly; 

“(4)  means  of  investigation  of  applicants 
for  permits  to  determine  their  eligibility  un¬ 
der  subparagraphs  (2)  and  (3); 

“(5)  prohibition  of  possession  of  firearms 
or  ammunition  by  any  person  who  has  not 
been  issued  such  a  permit;  and 

“(6)  revocation  of  a  permit  issued  to  a 
person  who  subsequently  becomes  ineligible 
under  subparagraph  (2). 

“(c)  After  September  1,  1970,  it  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  to  sell  or  otherwise 
transfer  any  firearm  or  ammunition  to  any 
person  (other  than  a  licensed  importer, 
licensed  manufacturer,  or  licensed  dealer) 
unless — 

“(1)  the  sale  or  transfer  is  not  prohibited 
any  other  provision  of  this  chapter;  andy 
t(2)  the  purchaser  or  transferee  exhibit 
a  vXid  permit  issued  to  him  by  a  State yor 
political  subdivision  having  an  adequate per¬ 
mit  system,  or  the  purchaser  or  tramneree 
exhibitsSa  valid  Federal  gun  license  issued  in 
accordant  with  subsections  (d)  ana  (e). 

“(d)  A  licensed  dealer  shall  issue' a  Federal 
gun  license  raa  person  eighteenyyears  of  age 
or  over  upon  presentation  of: 

“(1)  a  valid  official  document  of  identifi¬ 
cation  (such  as  driver's  p««nit  or  selective 
service  certificate^  issued:  by  the  United 
States,  a  State,  ol\.  Political  subdivision 
thereof;  and 

“(2)  a  statement  sorted  by  the  person  in 
a  form  to  be  prescribed  bNhe  Secretary,  that 
he  is  eighteen  yea^s  of  agX  or  over,  that  he 
has  never  been  committed  i\  an  institution 
by  a  court  of  tbre  United  StatX  or  a  court  of 
any  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  on 
the  ground  /hat  he  was  an  alcontoc,  a  drug 
addict,  or ynentally  ill  or  incompetent,  that 
he  is  no f  under  indictment,  has  not  been 
convictya  in  any  court  of  a  crime  punishable 
by  imprisonment  for  a  term  exceedinXone 
yeayis  not  a  fugitive  from  justice,  a  net  is 
noinatherwise  prohibited  by  any  provision 
E/aeral,  State,  or  local  law  from  possessing 
nrearms  or  ammunition;  such  statement  may 
rinclude  such  additional  information  regard¬ 
ing  the  applicant,  including  without  limita¬ 
tion,  birth  date  and  place,  sex,  height,  weight, 
eye  and  hair  color,  and  present  and  previous 
residences  as  the  Secretary  shall  by  regula¬ 
tion  prescribe. 

“(e)  Federal  gun  licenses  shall  be  issued 
in  such  form  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe, 
and  shall  be  valid  for  a  period  of  five  years. 
A  dealer  shall  maintain  a  record  of  all 
licenses  issued  by  him  as  part  of  the  records 
required  to  be  maintained  by  section  923 
of  this  chapter,  and  shall  forward  to  the 
Secretary  the  documents  described  in  sub- 
paragraphs  (d)(2)  through  (d)(3)  of  this 
section. 

“(f)  Any  person  denied  a  Federal  gun 
license  under  subsection  (d)  may  apply  di¬ 
rectly  therefor  to  the  Secretary  in  the  man¬ 
ner  prescribed  by  regulation  of  the  Secretary. 

"(g)  Unless  otherwise  prohibited  by  this 
chapter,  a  licensed  dealer  may  ship  or  de¬ 
liver  a  firearm  or  ammunition  to  a  person 
only  if  the  dealer  confirms  that  the  pur¬ 
chaser  has  been  issued  a  valid  permit  issued 
pursuant  to  an  adequate  State  or  local  per¬ 
mit  system,  a  Federal  gun  license,  or  a  Fed¬ 
eral  dealer’s  license,  and  notes  the  number 
of  . such  permit  or  license  in  the  records  re¬ 


quired  to  be  kept  by  section  923  of  this  j 
chapter. 

“(h)  After  September  1,  1971,  no  persj 
may  possess  a  firearm  or  ammunition  wk 
out  a  valid  State  or  local  permit,  if  Me  is 
a  resident  of  a  State  or  locality  havjng  an 
adequate  permit  system,  or  a  Fede/al  gun 
license:  Provided,  That  a  person  i^dt  a  resi¬ 
dent  of  a  State  or  locality  having  an  ade¬ 
quate  permit  system,  who  is  ineligible  for 
a  Federal  gun  license  solely  by/reason  of  age 
may  receive  a  firearm  or  ammunition  for 
occasional,  brief,  and  layrnfi  recreational 
uses. 

“(i)  Determinations  adequate  permit 
systems  under  this  section  or  adequate  regis¬ 
tration  systems  untUr  section  933  and  de¬ 
nials  by  the  Secretsyy  of  Federal  gun  licenses 
shall  not  be  suh^ect  to  the  provisions  of 
chapter  5,  title  />,  United  States  Code,  but 
shall  be  revienable  de  novo  pursuant  to 
chapter  7,  tiOe  5,  United  States  Code,  in  an 
action  instiruted  by  any  person,  State,  or 
political  S)/b  division  adversely  affected. 

“(j)  IJ/shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
willfully  to  fail  to  deliver  a  valid  Federal 
gun  U^ense  to  the  Secretary  if  such  person 
has  /Seen  issued  such  license  and  subse¬ 
quently  is  placed  under  indictment,  con¬ 
victed  in  any  court  of  a  crime  punishable  by 
iprisonment  for  a  term  exceeding  one  year, 
a  fugitive  from  justice,  committed  to  an 
institution  by  any  court  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  an  alcoholic,  a  narcotics  addict,  or 
mentally  incompetent,  or  otherwise  pro¬ 
hibited  by  any  provision  of  Federal,  State,  or 
local  law  from  possessing  firearms  and 
ammunition. 

“(k)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
willfully  to  convey  or  otherwise  furnish  to 
another  person  a  Federal  gun  license  which 
has  been  issued  to  himself,  or  to  a  third 
person,  in  order  to  evade  or  obstruct  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter. 

“(1)  It  shall  be  unlawful  to  knowingly  and 
willfully  make  a  false  statement  or  repre¬ 
sentation  in  connection  with  any  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  Federal  gun  license.” 

Sec.  202.  The  analysis  of  chapter  44  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after 
the  following: 

“923.  Licensing.” 

“923A.  State  permit  systems;  Federal  gun 
licenses.” 

TITLE  III— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEPARABILITY 

Sec.  301.  If  the  provisions  of  any  part  of 
this  Act  or  any  amendments  made  thereby  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or 
‘  circumstances  be  held  invalid,  the  provisions 
the  other  parts  and  their  application  to 
ottter  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby. 

EFFECT  ON  STATE  LAW 

Sec.  302.  No  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be 
construeosas  indicating  an  intent  on  the  part 
of  the  ConWess  to  occupy  the  field  in  which 
such  provisibm  operates  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  law  of  a  State  or  possession  or  political 
subdivision  thereof,  on  the  same  subject 
matter,  or  to  relieve  any  person  of  any  ob¬ 
ligation  imposed  by  any  law  of  any  State, 
possession,  or  political  subdivision  thereof. 

RELIEF  FRO  aXdIS  ABILITIES 

Sec.  303.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  923 A  (d)(2),  a  licensed  dealer  shall 
issue  a  Federal  gun  licensdto  a  person  who 
otherwise  qualifies  under  that  section  but 
has  been  convicted  of  a  crimeXunishable  by 
imprisonment  for  a  term  exceemng  one  year 
or  has  been  committed  to  an  inXtution  by 
a  court  on  the  ground  that  he  wadan  alco¬ 
holic,  a  drug  addict,  or  mentally  id  or  in¬ 
competent,  if  that  person  displays  a\docu- 
ment  in  writing  from  the  chief  law  enforce¬ 
ment  officer  of  his  State  or  residence  of  spbffi- 
ically  authorizing  that  person  to  obtain  sue 
license. 
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EFFECTIVE  DATE 

,Sec.  304.  The  provisions  of  titles  IV  and  V 
of^this  Act  shall  become  effective  one  year 
after,  the  dates  of  Its  enactment. 

A 


department  of  agriculture 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1971 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  stated  by  the  title 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30, 1971,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
amendment  No.  766  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Nelson)  and  others. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes  on  the  bill. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  from  Florida  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  letter  written  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  distinguished  Representative 
from  Texas,  Mr.  Poage,  published  in  the 
Washington  Post  this  morning,  entitled 
“Representative  Poage  on  Helping  the 
Hungry.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Representative  Poage  on  Helping  the 
Hungry 

The  article  on  your  editorial  page  of 
June  29  entitled  “Hunger :  Yesterday’s  Crisis, 
Today’s  Yawn”  by  Colman  McCarthy  is  an 
example  of  such  inacurate  reporting  that  I 
feel  I  should  not  let  it  go  unchallenged  for 
fear  my  failure  to  respond  might  be  taken 
as  acceptance  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations 
therein. 

The  first  Food  Stamp  Program  originated 
with  the  Agriculture  Committee  of  the 
House  in  the  late  1930s,  and  it  was  also  this 
committee  that  wrote  the  present  program 
which  is  based  on  the  1964  act.  I  have  always 
supported  the  program.  I  believe  it  is  an 
effective  way  of  providing  food  assistance 
for  needy  people. 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  a  proper  vehicle  for 
the  solution  of  all  of  our  social  assistance 
problems.  I  recognize  that  there  are  those 
who  think  that  food  stamps  without  cost  to 
the  recipient  should  be  used  to  provide  not 
only  food  but  clothing,  shelter,  furniture 
and  medical  services,  and  some  would  go  far 
enough  to  provide  them  not  only  to  those 
who  need  them  but  to  all  of  those  who  want 
them  without  any  show  of  need  or  any  re¬ 
quirement  of  self-help  whatever. 

In  the  final  analysis  I  think  this  is  the 
crux  of  the  disagreement  on  this  issue.  I  per¬ 
sonally  believe,  and  a  substantial  majority 
of  our  committee  has  believed  and  still  be¬ 
lieves,  that  food  stamps  should  be  used  to 
supplement ,  not  substitute  for,  the  normal 
buying  power  of  low  income  families.  We 
believe  it  is  still  desirable  for  those  who  can 
do  so  to  work  in  order  to  support  themselves 
and  their  families.  We  believe  that  the  bill 
our  committee  has  approved  provides  a  fair 
test  in  this  respect.  It  reads : 

“(c)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  law,  the  Secretary  shall  include  in 


the  uniform  national  standards  of  eligibility 
to  be  prescribed  under  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  a  provision  that  each  State 
agency  shall  provide  that  a  household 
shall  not  be  eligible  for  assistance  under 
this  Act  if  it  includes  an  able-bodied  adult 
person  between  the  ages  of  18  and  65  (ex- 
.cept  mothers  or  other  members  of  the 
household  who  have  the  responsibility  of 
care  of  dependent  children  or  of  incapaci¬ 
tated  adults  or  who  are  bona  fide  students 
in  any  accredited  school  or  training  pro¬ 
gram)  who  either  (a)  fails  to  register  for 
employment  at  a  State  or  Federal  employ¬ 
ment  office  or,  when  impractical,  at  such 
other  appropriate  State  or  Federal  office 
designated  by  the  Secretary,  or  (b)  has  re¬ 
fused  to  accept  employment  or  public  work 
at  not  less  than  the  higher  of  State  or  Fed¬ 
eral  minimum  wage  established  by  a  valid 
regulation  of  any  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  authorized  by  existing  law  to 
establish  such  regulation.  Refusal  to  work 
at  a  struck  plant  or  site  for  the  duration  of 
a  strike  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  a  refusal 
to  accept  employment.” 

This  is  known  as  the  Poage  amendment. 
You  will  note  that  it  does  not  deny  food 
stamps  to  anyone  who  is  making  a  sincere 
effort  to  help  himself;  it  does  not  require 
anyone  to  become  a  strikebreaker.  On  the 
other  hand,  unlike  the  Family  Assistance 
Act,  it  requires  recipients  to  actually  work  if 
offered  a  job  rather  than  to  simply  “register 
for  work.”  This  is  the  whole  basic  reason  for 
criticism  of  the  Agriculture  Committee.  We 
are  not  trying  to  starve  anybody,  but  we  are 
trying  to  maintain  a  concept  of  work  in 
America. 

Our  bill  rather  than  trying  to  limit  any 
needed  aid  authorizes  unlimited  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program.  There 
has  been  no  disposition  on  the  part  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  to  deny  whatever 
funds  are  necessary  to  supplement  the  in¬ 
come  of  needy  people.  We  simply  haven’t 
had  the  kind  of  press  that  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Nutrition  and  Human  Needs 
has  had,  nor  have  we  at  any  time  stood  in 
the  way  of  adequate  financing,  as  has  been 
suggested.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  of  the  House  which  last 
fall  (H.J.  Res.  934  was  reported  by  our  com¬ 
mittee  on  Oct.  8,  1969,  and  passed  the  House 
Nov.  5)  brought  out  a  bill  to  more  than  dou¬ 
ble  the  1970  authorization  for  food  stamps. 
Our  committee  authorized  every  dollar  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  said  he  could 
spend,  and  we  did  it  without  any  delay  and, 
incidentally,  without  any  favorable  publicity 
from  The  Washington  Post. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  not  coming  to 
an  end  the  first  of  July.  On  the  contrary,  the 
Agriculture  Committee,  which  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy  so  roundly  abuses,  does  not  object  to 
!  the  passage  of  a  continuing  resolution  which 
will  authorize  the  expenditure  at  the  full  re¬ 
quested  rate  of  $1,250  billion  a  year  for  the 
next  several  months. 

Finally,  Mr.  McCarthy  repeats  the  state¬ 
ment  which  has  been  made  by  a  good  many 
self-appointed  advocates  of  food  stamps,  that 
our  committee  has  somehow  or  another  tied 
the  Food  Stamp  Bill  to  the  Farm  Bill,  and 
that  the  two  will  be  brought  in  as  one  bill. 
This  approach  has  been  discussed — there  is 
frankly  some  logic  to  keeping  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  distribution  of  farm  products  in  the 
same  legislation — but  approximately  a 
month  ago  the  committee  members  at  my 
suggestion  agreed  that  we  would  bring  the 
farm  bill  to  the  floor  without  including  the 
food  stamp  provisions,  and  that  the  food 
stamp  provisions  would  be  brought  in  as  a 
separate  bill.  This  may  or  may  not  be  a 
sound  decision,  but  it  is  certainly  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  decisions  reported  by  Mr. 
McCarthy.  If  his  reporting  of  the  historic 
facts  is  not  more  accurate  than  this  indi¬ 
cates,  it  seems  to  me  that  his  reporting  of 
the  reasons  and  philosophies  which  have  mo¬ 
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tivated  the  various  members  of  our  commit¬ 
tee  may  be  just  as  inaccurate. 

Mr.  McCarthy  winds  up  his  article  with 
reference  to  a  kid  who  had  no  breakfast, 
lunch  or  dinner.  The  Agriculture  Committee 
provided  the  first  school  lunches  (this  pro¬ 
gram  was  later  taken  over  by  another  com¬ 
mittee).  The  Agriculture  Committee  origi¬ 
nated  the  School  Breakfast  Program.  The 
Agriculture  Committee  originated  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Milk  Program  and  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  to  help  on  that  kid’s  dinner.  Can  any 
of  the  Senate  committees  which  have  so 
loudly  proclaimed  themselves  patrons  of  all 
of  the  poor  and  the  hungry  point  to  a  record 
of  having  done  so  much  for  those  who  need 
help  in  America? 

W.  R.  Poage, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Washington. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  invite 
attention  particularly  to  the  fact  that  the 
point  made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska,  and  myself,  on  yes¬ 
terday,  that  we  would  have  no  difficulty 
with  the  House  in  taking  care  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  $1.25  billion  for  whatever  time 
would  be  necessary  until  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  on  the  food  stamps  could  be 
considered  and  passed,  is  amply  borne 
out  in  this  letter. 

Let  me  read  part  of  it: 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  not  coming  to 
an  end  the  first  of  July.  On  the  contrary,  the 
Agriculture  Committee,  which  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy  so  roundly  abuses,  does  not  object  to 
the  passage  of  a  continuing  resolution  which 
will  authorize  the  expenditure  at  the  full  re¬ 
quested  rate  of  $1,250  billion  a  year  for  the 
next  several  months. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  doubt  about 
it,  we  were  on  completely  sound  and  ac¬ 
curate  ground  yesterday,  although  we  did 
not  have  this  information  directly  from 
Representative  Poage  at  that  time,  to  the 
effect  that  if  the  $1,250  million  provided 
in  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills  were 
left  intact,  there  would  be  no  trouble  in 
getting  quick,  emergency  legislation 
through,  taking  care  of  the  expenditures 
at  that  basis  until  the  food  stamp  bill 
is  passed. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  state  that  other 
portions  of  this  letter  justify  the  state¬ 
ments  made  on  the  floor  yesterday  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  and  myself,  to  the  effect 
that  philosophical  differences  between 
the  Senate  bill  as  passed  last  September 
and  the  approach  of  the  House  commit¬ 
tee  is  so  great,  as  shown  by  Representa¬ 
tive  Poage's  letter,  as  to  indicate  a  long¬ 
time  debate  in  conference  before  there 
will  be  any  passage  of  a  bill  on  the  food 
stamp  subject.  It  also  indicates  that  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  probability  of 
early  consideration  of  such  a  bill  by  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Al¬ 
len)  .  Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
an  amendment  I  should  like  to  send  to 
the  desk. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
(Mr.  Nelson)  offered  an  amendment 
yesterday  and  I  therefore  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  temporarily  laid  aside 
so  that  the  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Mathias)  may  present  his  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Al¬ 
len)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of 
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the  Senator  from  Florida?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  my  amendment  and  ask  that 

IE  Vva  cEgEpH 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  On 
page  17,  line  14,  strike  out  “$149,247,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

$159,247,000,  of  which  $10,000,000  shall  be 
available  only  for  additional  grants  under  the 
Wholesome  Meat  Act  to  those  states  in  which 
state  meat  inspection  programs  have  been 
approved  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
as  equal  to  Federal  inspection  and  in  which, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law, 
carcasses,  parts  thereof,  meat  and  meat  food 
products  prepared  under  such  approved  state 
inspection  shall  therefore  he  eligible  for  ad¬ 
mission  into  interstate  commerce. 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  President,  first  let 
me  express  my  appreciation  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Florida  for  his 
consideration  in  making  it  possible  for 
me  to  bring  up  my  amendment  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  nothing  more 
important  to  the  consuming  public  than 
the  availability  of  a  supply  of  whole¬ 
some,  healthy  food  products. 

Meat  is  a  very  important  staple  in  the 
American  diet.  The  Federal  Meat  Inspec¬ 
tion  Service  has  rendered  an  enormously 
valuable  and  useful  service  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  for  many  years  in  providing 
federally  inspected  meat  plants  for  meat 
products  which  are  sold  in  interstate 
commerce. 

There  has  been  a  secondary  benefit 
from  the  work  of  the  Federal  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Service,  in  that  it  has  estab¬ 
lished  a  benchmark,  or  a  standard  for 
sanitary  conditions  and  proper  ways  by 
which  meat  is  processed,  packed  and 
shipped. 

One  of  the  helpful  byproducts  of  this 
Service  is  the  fact  that  many  States 
which  still  have  jurisdiction  over  plants 
for  packing  and  processing  meat  for  in¬ 
trastate  shipment  have  now  sought  to 
raise  their  standards  to  the  levels  which 
have  been  established  in  federally  in¬ 
spected  meat  plants. 

The  result  of  this  is,  there  is  a  larger 
supply  of  more  wholesome  meat  products 
available  to  the  entire  country.  This  is  a 
byproduct  which  I  think  is  to  be  encour¬ 
aged.  It  provides  a  wider  source  of 
healthy  food  for  the  consumer.  It  pro¬ 
vides  a  wider  market  to  the  farmer  for 
the  meat  he  sells. 

In  recent  years,  the  effort  to  bring  the 
State  inspection  standard  up  to  the  level 
of  the  Federal  Meat  Inspection  Service 
has  been  predicated  on  the  fact  that 
meat,  given  exactly  the  same  treatment 
in  a  State  inspected  plant,  at  the  same 
level  of  sanitation  and  at  the  same  level 
of  proper  processing,  should  therefore 
gain  entry  into  the  interstate  market. 
Many  of  the  small  businessmen  of  Amer¬ 
ica  engaged  in  this  business  have  made 
substantial  investments  in  upgrading 
their  own  plants  in  anticipation  that, 
having  achieved  a  higher  standard,  they 
will  be  allowed  to  participate  in  the 
broader  market. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  reasonable 
and  fair,  if  their  products  are  as  good, 
that  they  should  receive  the  same  treat¬ 


ment  as  products  already  in  the  inter¬ 
state  markets. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  this  amendment  which  has  the 
dual,  perhaps  we  might  say  the  triple 
purpose  of  encouraging  the  States  to 
raise  their  levels  of  State  inspection  in 
meat  processing  and  packing  plants,  to 
the  point  that  they  are  at  least  equal 
with  Federal  standards. 

This  is  done,  first,  by  making  available 
the  additional  sum  provided  in  the 
amendment,  to  be  appropriately  granted 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  the 
States  which  have  so  upgraded  their 
standards. 

Second,  it  will  encourage  the  individual 
businessman  to  make  the  investment  and 
the  effort  to  upgrade  his  operation  so 
that  his  products  are,  indeed,  entitled  to 
be  marketed  in  interstate  commerce,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  in  fact  equal  in  every  re¬ 
spect  to  the  plants  which  are  federally 
inspected. 

Third,  as  I  have  said  before,  we  here¬ 
by  give  the  public  a  larger  supply  and  a 
larger  source  for  wholesome  food.  We 
give  the  farmer  a  wider  market  for  his 
product.  Perhaps  by  so  doing,  we  may 
even  have  some  impact  on  the  astronomi¬ 
cal  price  of  some  meat  products  which 
we  encounter  in  the  food  markets  of 
America  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  respectfully  urge  that 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes.  I  will  then  yield  what¬ 
ever  time  he  requires  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska  whom  I  shall  call, 
among  other  things,  the  meat  expert  of 
our  subcommittee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  cer¬ 
tainly  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  knows 
much  more  about  the  subject  than  I  do. 
I  do  know,  however,  that  three  States 
have  already  been  declared  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  have  inspection  sys¬ 
tems  that  are  at  least  equal  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  inspection.  Those  States  happen  to 
be  the  State  of  Maryland,  State  of  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  and  the  State  of  Florida. 

I  do  know  that  we  are  expecting  other 
States  to  come  into  that  classification  by 
the  end  of  the  year.  Every  effort  is  being 
made  by  many  States  to  match  the  Fed¬ 
eral  standard.  I  am  told  that  as  yet  no 
really  satisfactory  arrangement  has  been 
reached  to  allow  the  meat  so  inspected — 
and  all  of  this  is  done  under  the  ultimate 
supervision  of  Federal  inspection  because 
they  must  see  that  the  Federal  standard 
is  maintained — to  allow  that  meat  to 
move  into  interstate  commerce. 

So,  I,  personally,  am  perfectly  willing 
to  leave  the  decision  of  this  subject  to  my 
distinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Hruska)  ,  who  has  a  much 
closer  grasp  on  the  subject  matter  than 
I  do. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
such  time  as  he  may  require. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  5  minutes? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
all  interested  in  the  Wholesome  Meat 
Act  that  was  enacted  some  time  ago.  It 
is  in  the  process  of  getting  a  little  mo¬ 
mentum.  As  has  been  indicated  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  after  a  conference 
with  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
it  would  be  my  disposition  to  accept  this 
amendment  and  take  it  to  conference 
and  discuss  it  there  in  the  light  of  these 
factors. 

We  would  have  preferred  that  the 
matter  had  been  submitted  to  us  in  sub¬ 
committee  and  later  in  committee  so  that 
we  would  give  it  a  much  broader  and 
thorough  study.  However,  even  a  short 
study  of  it  would  indicate  that  it  would 
perhaps  pave  the  way  for  those  States 
that  will  come  into  the  program. 

If  the  allowance  of  this  money,  or  some 
portion  of  it,  by  the  committee  will  do 
that  job,  it  should  go  forward,  in  my 
judgment. 

I  would  suggest,  if  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  still  concurs,  that  we  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  with  the  justifica¬ 
tion  that  is  given  by  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  along  with  any  additional  ma¬ 
terial  he  might  want  to  give  us  and  any 
additional  material  we  might  obtain  from 
the  Department  so  that  we  can  make 
our  presentation  to  the  conference  on  the 
merits  of  the  proposal. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
completely  willing  to  follow  the  advice 
and  the  suggestion  of  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  and 
to  accept  the  amendment  with  the  dis¬ 
tinct  understanding — and  I  am  talking 
now  particularly  of  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land — that  we  shall  have  to  be  governed 
in  the  conference  by  the  facts  as  they 
are  shown  to  us  and  by  the  prospects  as 
they  are  shown  to  us  for  the  admission 
of  other  States  into  the  same  status  that 
these  three  that  have  already  been  found 
to  have  achieved;  namely,  having  an  in¬ 
spection  service  at  least  equal  to  that  of 
the  Federal  service. 

I  think  it  is  a  worthy  program  for  us 
to  look  ahead  to,  and  I  will  be  glad  to 
take  the  amendment  to  conference  under 
that  understanding  and  with  the  advice 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  chairman  for  his  under¬ 
standing  attitude  in  this  matter.  I  do 
think  that  it  will  keep  more  options  open 
in  the  field  in  which  we  are  all  vitally 
interested.  To  that  extent,  we  owe  some 
appreciation  to  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  for  calling  the  matter  to  our  atten¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Al¬ 
len)  .  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  766 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Allen)  .  The  question  recurs  on  the 
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amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  (Mr.  Nelson)  . 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough)  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment,  totaling  $4.5  million,  con¬ 
sists  of  three  basic  parts.  First,  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  $2,165  million  shall  be  added 
to  the  budget  for  the  establishment  of  a 
research  and  development  fund  to  imple¬ 
ment  pilot  programs  of  testing  and  evalu¬ 
ating  biological  control  techniques  in  the 
field. 

The  second  part  would  provide  $1.5 
million  for  a  field  test  aimed  at  the 
eradication  of  the  cotton  boll  weevil. 

The  third  part  covers  new  research 
projects  and  totals  $835,000. 

These  proposals  are  aimed  at  applying 
the  research  that  has  already  been  done 
to  eliminate  insects  by  biological  means 
without  the  use  of  pesticides  or  with  a 
substantial  reduction  in  the  use  of  pesti¬ 
cides  and  are  also  directed  at  developing 
new  research  techniques  for  the  biologi¬ 
cal  control  and  elimination  of  various 
kinds  of  detrimental  pests. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  summary  of  the  programs 


supported  by  the  $4.5  million  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum¬ 
mary  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Programs  to  be  funded 

FIELD  TEST  PROJECT 

Establishment  of  a  research  and 
development  fund  to  imple¬ 
ment  pilot  programs  testing 
and  evaluating  biological  con¬ 
trol  techniques  in  the  field. 

Arizona,  California,  Florida, 

Georgia,  Hawaii,  Illinois,  Kan¬ 
sas,  Maine,  Oklahoma,  Wash¬ 


ington,  Wisconsin _ $2, 165,  000 

Eradication  of  the  cotton  boll 
weevil  against  which  45%  of 
all  DDT  is  used _  1,  500,  000 


Total  funds  for  field  test 
projects _  3,  655,  000 


NEW  RESEARCH  PROJECTS 

Research  on  bilogical  control  of 
citrus  fruit  insects  Orlando,  Fla_  $165,  000 


Research  on  biological  control  of 

tropical  fruit  flies  Miami,  Fla _  165,  000 

Research  on  development  of  hor¬ 
mones  to  disrupt  insect  -growth 

Beltsville,  Md _  165,  000 

Research  on  biological  control  of 
grain  sorghum  insects,  Stillwater, 

Okla.  _ 110,000 

Research  on  the  use  of  sterile 
males,  attractants  and  other  bio¬ 
logical  controls  of  cotton  insects, 

Phoenix,  Ariz -  110,000 

Research  on  the  control  of  horse 
parasites  by  nonchemical  means 

Beltsville,  Md _ 60,000 

Research  on  the  use  of  harmless  in¬ 
sects  for  the  control  of  water 


weeds,  Fort  Lauderdale,  Fla _  $60,  000 

Total  funds  for  new  research 

projects _ ...  835,  000 


Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  the  field 
testing  part  of  the  amendment  involves 
$2,165,000.  It  is  aimed  at  taking  the  re¬ 
search  that  has  already  been  completed 
in  the  laboratory  out  in  the  field  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  the  various  methods  of 
biological  control  of  insects  that  appear 
to  be  feasible  in  the  laboratory  are  prac¬ 
tical  in  the  field. 

An  example  of  a  typical  project  to  be 
covered  by  these  funds  is  a  Japanese 
beetle  control  program  using  sterile  in¬ 
sect  releases  and  attractants  over  5,000 
acres  during  a  3-year  period.  This  would 
be  conducted  in  Illinois  and  Georgia,  and 
would  cost  $200,000  annually. 

Another  project  would  be  directed  at 
the  control  of  the  cabbage  looper  with 
light  traps  and  sex  attractants  over  2,000 
square  miles  in  Arizona.  This  is  a  3 -year 
program  costing  $300,000  in  the  first  year  * 
and  $100,000  during  the  second  and  third  f 
years. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  summary  of  these  projects 
and  the  other  field  trials  be  printed  in 
full  at  this  point  in  the  Record.  It  in¬ 
volves  pilot  tests  in  Illinois,  Georgia,  Ari¬ 
zona,  Washington,  Florida,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Washington, 
Maine,  Wisconsin,  California,  and 
Hawaii. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


Control  or  eradication  Duration 

Insect  techniques  to  be  evaluated  Size  of  pilot  test  area  of  test  Estimated  annual  cost 


Japanese  beetle . . . 

Cabbage  looper . 

Codling  motfi . . . 

Caribbean  fruit  fly . 

Sugarcane  borer. . 

Pea  aphids  on  alfalfa  and  field  peas . . 

Greenbug  (aphids)  on  sorghum . . . 

Green  peach  aphid . . . . 

Do . . 

Lesser  peach  tree  borer,  codling  moth,  red  banded 
leaf  roller. 

Apple  maggot . 

Horn  fly . 


Sterile  insect  releases  and  attractants -  5,000  acres,  Illinois,  6  acres .  3  years  ..  $200,000. 

Light  traps  plus  synthetic  sex  pheromone...  2,000  sqaure  miles,  Area  12 . ..do _ $300,000  1st  year,  $100,000  2d  and  3d. 

Production  and  release  of  sterile  insects _  5,000  acres,  Washington .  2  years...  $600,000. 

Integrated  program  of  bait  sprays  and  100  square  miles,  Florida . do . $200,000. 

sterile  fly  releases. 

Production  and  release  of  parasites .  5,000  acres,  Virgin  Islands . . . do _ $100,000. 

_ do . .  15,000  acres,  Washington. .  3  years...  $100,000  1st  year,  $50,000  next  2  years. 

. do . .- . . .  20  000  acres,  Kansas,  Oklahoma . do _ $100,000  1st  year,  $50,000  next  2  years. 

Control  of  overwintered  aphid  forms  on  500-square-mile  area,  Washington,  Maine _ do _ $100,000. 

host  plants. 

Elimination  of  Canada  plum  overwintering  1,200  square  miles .  5  years...  $100,000  1st,  2d,  and  $50,000  next  3  years. 

host. 

Sex  attractants,  virgin  female  moths .  25  square  miles,  Washington  Island,  Wis _ 3  years...  $200,000. 


Attractants  and  release  of  sterile  insects . .do . . . . . do . $75,000. 

Sterile  male,  integrated  control .  200  square  miles  (10,000  cattle),  California,  2  years...  $100,000. 

Hawaii. 


I 


Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  another 
part  of  the  program  supported  by  this 
amendment  includes  $835,000  and  in¬ 
volves  a  series  of  new  research  projects 
as  follows : 

flew  research  projects 
Research  on  biological  control  of 

citrus  fruit  insects,  Orlando,  Fla.  $165,  000 


Research  on  biological  control  of 

tropical  fruit  flies,  Miami,  Fla _  165,  000 

Research  on  development  of  hor¬ 
mones  to  disrupt  insect  growth, 

Beltsville,  Md _  165,  000 

Research  on  biological  control  of 
grain  sorghum  insects,  Stillwater, 

Okla _  110,000 

Research  on  the  use  of  sterile  males, 
attractants  and  other  biological 
controls  of  cotton  insects,  Phoe¬ 
nix,  Ariz _  110,000 

Research  on  the  control  of  horse 
parasites  by  nonchemical  means, 

Beltsville,  Md _  60,  000 

Research  on  the  use  of  harmless  in¬ 


sects  for  the  control  of  water 


weeds,  Ft.  Lauderdale,  Fla _  $60,  000 

Total  funds  for  new  research 
projects _  $60,  000 


Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  the  total 
amount  involved  with  the  field  testing 
and  new  research  projects  is  $4.5  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  recognized  for  an  additional  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  the  over¬ 
all  objective  of  these  programs  is  the 
development  of  methods  and  techniques 
for  destroying  insects  that  are  pests  on 
food  crops  and  on  forests  without  the 
use  of  chemical  pesticides,  including  the 


long  list  of  chlorinated  hydrocarbons, 
headed  by  the  best-known  one,  DDT. 

The  urgent  necessity  for  continuing 
these  programs  and  expanding  them 
rapidly  is  the  knowledge  now  that  the  en¬ 
vironment  worldwide  has  been  disas¬ 
trously  polluted  with  a  series  of  various 
kinds  of  pesticides,  and  especially  the 
chlorinated  hydrocarbons.  So  we  now 
have  a  situation  in  which  the  entire 
knowledgeable  scientific  community  has 
been  alerted  about  the  environmental 
implications  of  the  continued  introduc¬ 
tion  of  massive  doses  of  slow  degrading 
pesticides. 

I  think  that  most  environmentalists 
who  have  looked  at  the  problem  believe 
that  we  are  a  long  way  down  the  road 
toward  a  worldwide  disaster.  Studies  that 
have  been  made  in  various  parts  of  the 
world  support  this  conclusion.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  a  recent  study  by  the  U.S.  Bureau 
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of  Sport  Fish  and  Wildlife  found  DDT 
in  584  of  590  samples  of  fish  taken  from 
45  rivers  and  lakes  across  the  Nation. 
In  another  study  in  the  oceans  scientists 
found  that  396  out  of  400  marine  creat¬ 
ures  that  they  examined  were  contami¬ 
nated  with  measurable  DDT  residues. 

We  find  DDT  in  the  fatty  tissue  of 
most  animal  creatures  on  earth,  includ¬ 
ing  human  beings.  We  find  that  DDT 
is  driving  to  extinction  a  number  of  rap¬ 
tor  birds,  which  feed  at  the  end  of  the 
food  chain,  such  as  the  great  bald  eagle 
and  the  falcon.  As  a  result  of  massive  in¬ 
gestion  of  DDT,  many  of  these  birds  are 
incapable  of  making  enough  calcium  for 
their  eggs.  The  chicks  are  then  not  able 
to  develop  properly  and  hatch  due  to 
the  thin  egg  shells. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  is  now 
producing  pesticides  at  the  rate  of  1 
billion  pounds  a  year,  or  5  pounds  for 
every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  this 
country.  I  think  what  these  pesticides 
have  done  to  our  environment  is  disas¬ 
trous.  It  is  critically  urgent  that  we  ex¬ 
pand  far  beyond  what  we  are  doing  now 
in  research  to  find  substitutes  for  pesti¬ 
cides.  In  addition  we  must  limit,  even 
before  we  get  the  substitutes,  the  indis¬ 
criminate  use  of  all  these  chlorinated 
hydrocarbons. 

We  should  be  spending  $100  million 
a  year  more  than  we  are  now  spending. 
This  is  a  modest  request  for  $4.5  million 
which  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
requested  in  its  agency  budget  in  1970- 
71.  However,  at  either  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  level  or  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  level,  the  request  was  not 
approved. 

It  is  unfortunate  with  all  the  lipserv- 
ice  being  paid  by  everyone,  including  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  this  administration,  about 
the  necessity  to  stop  the  degradation  of 
the  environment,  that  this  modest  re¬ 
quest  by  the  Agricultural  Research  Serv¬ 
ice  was  not  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
want  to  say  to  my  distinguished  friend 
that  since  he  sent  a  letter  to  me  on  Mon¬ 
day,  July  6,  1970,  incorporating  the  vari¬ 
ous  items  which  are  covered  by  his 
amendment,  we  have  contacted  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  of  the  USDA 
and  we  have  contacted  the  National  Cot¬ 
ton  Council.  We  have  tried  in  every  way 
we  could  to  advise  ourselves  about  the 
items  he  proposes  to  increase  through 
this  amendment. 

We  find  that,  at  least  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and  my¬ 
self,  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  staff  of 
our  committee,  we  are  in  a  position  to 
accept  the  larger  part  of  this  amendment, 
although  there  is  one  part  of  it  we  can¬ 
not  accept  because  it  is  already  in  the 
bill.  I  am  glad  to  state  to  the  Senator, 
that  an  amendment  placed  in  the  bill  by 
the  House,  provides  $1.5  million  for  boll 
weevill  research  and  that  is  also  included 
in  our  bill. 

I  wish  to  read  this  particular  para¬ 
graph  from  a  letter  written  to  me,  as 


chairman  of  the  committee,  on  June  15, 

1970,  by  the  Director  of  Research  of  the 

National  Cotton  Council,  Dr.  George  S. 
Buck,  Jr.:.  / 

First,  we  have  already  worked  out  an  ar¬ 
rangement  with  USDA,  the  state  experiment 
stations,  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  CPI  to 
finance  the  boll  weevil  eradication  trial  in 

1971.  The  funds  are  to  be  provided  roughly 
as  follows:  USDA,  $1,000,000;  CSRS,  $500,000; 
CPI,  $500,000;  and  Mississippi,  $350,000. 

I  believe  that  totals  $2,350  million  for 
the  boll  weevil  eradication  project,  which 
has  been  worked  out  rather  carefully  by 
the  ARS  and  the  National  Cotton  Coun¬ 
cil,  and  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

I  am  happy  to  state  to  the  Senator  that 
if  he  will  read  in  the  hearings  at  the 
bottom  of  page  452,  the  statement  fur¬ 
nished  by  Dr.  Irving  at  my  request,  as 
chairman  at  the  hearing,  he  will  find  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  facts  shown. 

With  that  exception,  the  committee  is 
willing  to  take  the  remainder  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  can  say  with  rather  happy  words  to 
the  Senator  that  several  of  the  field 
projects  he  suggests  are  field  projects 
which  we  have  requested  the  USDA  to 
support  in  former  years.  Some  of  them 
have  been  asked  for  by  USDA  and  turned 
down  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

I  want  to  say  that  two  of  them  happen 
to  be  in  the  State  which  I  represent  in 
part  and  in  which  I  have  been  interested 
for  a  long  time,  but  because  of  priorities 
elsewhere,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
not  been  willing  to  approve  them. 

So  I  am  happy  to  take  it  to  conference 
if  the  Senator  will  reduce  his  amend¬ 
ment  from  $4.5  million  to  $3  million,  with 
the  statement  that  he  is  cutting  out  only 
that  part  that  deals  with  the  cotton 
boll  weevil  eradication  program.  I  shall  be 
very  happy  to  take  it  to  conference  and 
to  do  my  very  best  there  to  see  that  it 
remains  in  the  bill. 

I  will  also  say  to  the  Senator,  as  he 
probably  knows  already,  that  our  com¬ 
mittee  authorized  and  initiated  the 
pesticide  research  program  5  years  ago, 
and  provided  at  that  time  $29  million  for 
that  program. 

There  are  six  research  stations,  some 
of  which  have  been  completed,  and  in 
our  bill  this  year  we  add  on  $6,371,000 
above  a  much  too  modest  budget  request 
to  staff  those  six  laboratories. 

The  amount  requested  in  the  bill  for 
the  pesticide  and  related  work,  is  some¬ 
thing  over  $90  million.  So  we  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  field,  as  the  Senator  recog¬ 
nizes,  as  a  field  to  which  we  should  give 
the  highest  priority. 

With  my  assurance  that  the  cotton  boll 
weevil  eradication  program  is  taken  care 
of,  I  hope  that  the  Senator  will  modify 
his  amendment  to  $3  million,  with  the 
understanding  that  all  the  other  items 
which  he  has  recited  will  be  included  in 
that  $3  million,  which  is  at  least  my  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  situation. 

I  may  say  that  I  have  been  advised  by 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Nebraska 
(Mr.  Hruska)  that  he  is  quite  willing  to 
follow  that  same  course. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  is  assumed  that  if 
this  is  done  and  it  is  worked  out  in  this 


fashion,  the  Department  will  report  to 
us  sufficient  information  as  to  the  work 
to  be  undertaken  with  these  additional 
funds,  as  distinguished  from  the  existing 
program,  that  will  give  us  a  foundation 
for  justifying  in  conference  these  addi¬ 
tional  funds. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
has  made  the  point,  because  t£e  chief  of 
our  staff,  Mr.  Schafer,  talked  to  the  ARS 
no  later  than  this  morning.  They  say 
some  of  these  projects  they  are  certainly 
able  to  undertake  this  year,  and  others 
they  are  not  certain  about.  So  we  would 
expect,  of  course,  to  have  the  fullest 
kind  of  justification  made,  because  the 
Senator  understands  this  is  not  in  the 
budget  and  is  not  in  the  House  bill  and 
we,  as  Senate  conferees,  would  have  to 
justify  the  items  which  we  expect  to  have 
continued.  I  shall  use  every  effort,  I  may 
say,  to  justify  those  items,  but  will  have 
to  rely  in  large  part  upon  the  showings 
we  can  get  from  the  ARS  and  from  their 
scientists  as  to  what  can  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  since  the  letter  from 
Dr.  Buck,  of  the  National  Cotton  Council 
to  me,  dated  June  15,  is  not  in  the  hear¬ 
ings — it  was  received  by  me  well  after 
the  hearings,  and  really  was  to  report  on 
what  had  been  done — I  ask  unanimous 
consent  at  this  time  that  the  entire  letter 
as  printed  in  our  committee  memoran¬ 
dum  on  pages  11  and  11A  be  incorporated 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Lexter  From  National  Cotton  Council 

June  15,  1970. 

Senator  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  Agricultural  Appropriations, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Holland;  This  Is  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  one  million  dollars  which 
the  Agricultural  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  recomended  in  its  Bill, 
to  be  used  on  a  matching  basis  with  funds 
from  the  Cotton  Board. 

First  may  I  say  we  are  delighted  that  the 
House  Subcommittee,  recognizing  the  very 
difficult  situation  which  the  cotton  industry 
faces,  has  seen  fit  to  earmark  an  additional 
one  million  dollars  to  help  attack  our  im¬ 
portant  problems  through  research.  This  will 
be  enormously  helpful,  and  we  hope  that  your 
Committee  can  increase  this  amount,  as  you 
have  in  the  past,  because  of  great  need. 

There  are  two  or  three  points  which  I  think 
are  important  in  regard  to  these  funds,  and 
which  your  Committee  might  want  to  con¬ 
sider. 

First,  we  have  already  worked  out  an  ar¬ 
rangement  with  USDA,  the  state  experiment 
stations,  the  State  of  Mississippi,  and  CPI 
to  finance  the  boll  weevil  eradication  trial  in 
1971.  The  funds  are  to  be  provided  roughly 
as  follows:  USDA,  $1,000,000;  CSRS,  $500,- 
000;  CPI,  $500,000;  and  Mississippi,  $350,000. 

The  USDA  will  be  conducting  a  preliminary 
trial  this  year  with  a  full-scale  effort  to  be 
carried  out  next  year. 

The  second  point  is  that  the  report  of  Mr. 
Whitten’s  Committee  indicates  that  the  one 
million  dollars  made  available  by  the  House  is 
intended  for  research  on  the  utilisation  of 
cotton  and  cottonseed.  This  is,  of  course,  an 
area  of  considerable  need. 

Thirdly,  no  additional  funds  are  provided 
for  the  vital  cost-cutting  program  which  your 
Committee  has  done  so  much  to  implement 
during  the  past  six  years. 

Fourth,  we  think  that  the  matching 
mechanism  proposed  by  Mr.  Whitten,  while 
sound  in  principle  for  certain  areas  of  co- 
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operation  between  the  farmers  and  the  USDA, 
such  as  in  pest  eradication,  will  pose  prob¬ 
lems  of  divided  responsibility  in  other  areas 
of  research.  Furthermore,  the  CPI  program 
is  so  tight  at  this  time  that  a  matching 
requirement  with  USDA  might  result  in 
funds  being  unused.  A  final  complication  is 
that  many  CPI  developments  result  in 
privately-owned  patents  which  are  exploited 
commercially  to  provide  further  funds  for 
the  CPI  program.  It  seems  unlikely  that  this 
could  be  done  under  a  matching  arrange¬ 
ment  with  USDA. 

For  the  above  reasons  we  sincerely  hope 
that  your  Committee  will  consider  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  these  two  actions: 

1.  The  removal  of  the  matching  provision 
contained  in  the  House  bill. 

2.  Provision  of  additional  cost-cutting  re¬ 
search  fund  either  for  USDA  or  the  Cooper¬ 
ative  State  Research  Service  part  of  the  ten 
million  dollars  cost-cutting  program,  or  both. 

May  I  say  once  again  that  our  entire  in¬ 
dustry  is  deeply  grateful  for  the  very  im¬ 
portant  assistance  which  you  and  your  Com¬ 
mittee  have  given  the  cotton  industry.  We 
hope  that  you  will  understand  the  reasons 
for  the  request  we  are  making  here,  and  that 
you  will  not  find  it  unreasonable. 

With  the  sincerest  best  regards, 

George  S.  Buck,  Jr., 

Director  of  Research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
read — and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  under¬ 
stands — only  that  paragraph  which  deals 
with  the  cotton  boll  weevil  eradication 
program  which  has  been  worked  out  be¬ 
tween  State,  Federal,  and  private 
agencies,  as  stated  in  the  paragraph 
which  I  read  into  the  Record. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  5  additional  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  that,  from 
looking  at  the  Record  and  reading  the 
comments  and  questions  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  bill,  I  am  well  aware  of  his 
deep  concern  about  the  environment  and 
about  the  unnecessary  introduction  of 
pesticides  into  the  environment.  I  am 
very  well  aware  of  his  very  strong  interest 
in  the  research  that  has  been  initiated 
while  he  has  been  a  member  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee. 

I  certainly  will  accept  the  suggestion  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  to  eliminate 
the  $1.5  million,  and  I  appreciate  his 
willingness  to  accept  the  other  two  as¬ 
pects  of  the  amendment. 

I  would  only  say  that  the  reason  why 
this  point  was  raised  is  that  in  every 
check  we  made  with  the  Department  ,of 
Agriculture — that  is,  yesterday  and  to¬ 
day — we  have  been  told  that  they 
thought  the  $1.5  million  is  not  there. 
So  I  hope  that  they  are  mistaken. 

Yesterday  my  office  called  Mr.  Richard 
Smith,  assistant  director  of  research  for 
the  National  Cotton  Council  of  America, 
in  Memphis,  Term.  He  said  that  the  Cot¬ 
ton  Council  would  be  able  to  commit  a 
maximum  of  $500,000  to  help  support 
the  boll  weevil  eradication  program  in 
southern  Mississippi.  Mr.  Smith  said  that 
it  was  his  understanding  that  the  funds 
comprising  the  remainder  of  the  $2.5  mil¬ 
lion  needed  for  the  project  would  come 
from  governmental  sources,  mainly  the 
Federal  Government. 


That  is  what  led  us  to  believe  that  the 
total  figure  of  $2.5  million  would  not  be 
available. 

I  hope  the  statement  that  was  put  into 
the  hearing  record  of  the  Senator’s  sub¬ 
committee  is  the  final  word  on  it,  rather 
than  our  brief  telephone  conversation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
statement  which  I  made  was  a  quotation 
from  a  letter  written  to  me  by  the  direc¬ 
tor  of  research  of  the  Cotton  Council, 
Dr.  George  S.  Buck,  Jr.,  who  himself  is 
an  eminent  scientist,  dated  June  15,  after 
the  completion  of  our  committee  record, 
stating  to  me  the  plans  that  had  been 
made. 

As  the  Senator  has  noted,  the  Cotton 
Council  will  contribute  $500,000  as  that 
gentleman  told  the  Senator  yesterday, 
but  there  are  other  contributions — $1 
million  from  the  Government,  $500,000 
from  the  CPA,  which  comprises  the  per¬ 
sonal  contributions  of  the  cotton  farm¬ 
ers,  and  $350,000  from  the  State  of 
Mississippi. 

That  is  the  last  word  we  have  been 
able  to  obtain,  which  we  consider  to  be 
correct.  We  are  long-time  acquaintances 
of  Dr.  Buck  and  we  look  to  him  for  the 
position  of  the  Cotton  Council  in  re¬ 
search  matters.  I  believe  the  Senator 
knows  Dr.  Buck.  I  am  sure  he  must,  be¬ 
cause  he  is  a  nationally  known  scientist 
and  expert  in  the  field. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  desires  to  mod¬ 
ify  his  amendment,  will  he  state  the 
modification  he  intends? 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
modify  my  amendment  so  that  on  page  3, 
lines  13  and  14  of  the  bill,  we  will  strike 
out  “$157,346,200”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$160,346,200.”  That  amendment 
eliminates  $1.5  million  in  accordance 
with  the  exchange  here  on  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  deletes  the  $1.5 
million  related  to  the  cotton  boll  weevil 
eradication  program  and  leaves  intact  all 
other  items  affected  by  the  Senator’s 
amendment. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  on  the  amendment  yielded  back? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  want  to  state  for  the 
record  that  the  statement  made  by  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  is  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  understanding  he  and  I  ar¬ 
rived  at  following  a  study  of  the  record 
on  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  whatever  time  I  have  remaining. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin,  as  modified. 

Mr.  Nelson’s  amendment,  as  modified, 
was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  send 


to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  34,  line  5,  strike  out  “$84,250,000’’ 
and  insert  the  following:  “$122,250,000”. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  increase  the  amount 
appropriated  for  salaries  and  expenses 
for  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
from  $84,250,000  to  $122,250,000 — an  in¬ 
crease  of  $38  million. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
represents  a  classic  example  of  what 
happens  when  an  agency  is  given  greatly 
expanded  authority  and  then  is  denied 
a  corresponding  increase  in  the  funds 
needed  to  administer  its  new  programs. 

The  agency  in  recent  years  has  been 
authorized  to  make  loans  and  grants  for 
rural  community  water  systems,  loans  for 
small  business  enterprises,  co-op  loans, 
loans  to  establish  grazing  areas,  and  i 
loans  to  develop  recreation  facilities. 

In  addition,  in  the  rural  housing  field, 
the  agency  has  been  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  groups  that  provide  technical 
assistance  to  self-help  housing  projects, 
make  loans  for  the  development  of  rural 
housing  sites,  make  loans  and  grants  for 
the  construction  of  farm  labor  housing, 
make  loans  for  the  construction,  pur¬ 
chase  and  repair  of  rural  homes,  and 
makes  loans  for  the  development  of 
rental  housing  and  cooperative  housing 
projects. 

All  of  these  activities  have  been  added 
to  the  original  assignment  of  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  which  was  to 
make  loans  to  farmers  for  the  purchase, 
development,  and  operation  of  family- 
type  farms. 

The  overall  dollar  volume  of  the 
agency’s  annual  operations  has  grown 
apace.  Ten  years  ago,  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  loaned  about  $300  mil¬ 
lion  a  year.  For  the  last  3  years  the  j 
agency  has  loaned  well  over  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  a  year  and  in  fiscal  1971  contem¬ 
plates  lending  about  $2.3  billion. 

While  the  variety  and  the  size  of  the 
agency’s  operations  has  increased  by 
leaps  and  bounds,  the  size  of  its  staff  has 
risen  at  a  relatively  modest  rate. 

The  Agriculture  appropriation  bill  as 
reported  out  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  recognizes  the  need  for  increas¬ 
ing  the  amount  made  available  for  sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses  for  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  but  it  does  not  provide 
an  adequate  increase. 

The  bill  would  provide  $84,250,000  for 
salaries  and  expenses  for  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  This  represents 
an  increase  of  $3,100,000  above  the 
amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion  is  an  18-percent  increase  over  the 
amount  available  in  fiscal  1970. 

But,  in  the  field  of  rural  housing  alone, 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  re¬ 
cently,  announced  that  it  plans  to  in¬ 
crease  the  number  of  housing  units  fi¬ 
nanced  from  89,950  in  1970  to  163,280  in 
1971.  That  is  an  increase  of  82  percent. 

I  do  not  believe  the  agency  quite 
reached  its  1970  goal,  and  I  know  it  will 
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not  reach  the  1971  goal — for  one  rea¬ 
son — lack  of  staff. 

We  cannot  expect  an  organization  to 
make  an  82-percent  operational  increase 
with  an  27-percent  increase  in  staff. 

These  increases  do  not  simply  involve 
the  agency’s  housing  program. 

Similar  increases  are  projected  by 
congressional  action  in  the  rural  water 
and  sewer  programs  administered  by 
Farmers  Home. 

The  Goodell  amendments,  which  this 
body  passed  yesterday  provide  an  addi¬ 
tional  $80  million  for  the  farmers  home 
rural  water  and  sewer  program. 

The  increased  funds,  however,  will  do 
little  good  at  all,  if  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  does  not  have  the  personnel 
and  administrative  capacity  to  distribute 
the  funds,  quickly  and  efficiently. 

I  am  informed  by  the  Budget  Director 
for  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
that  over  $1.8  million  would  be  required 
to  administer  these  funds. 

The  Rural  Housing  Coalition,  of  which 
I  have  the  honor  of  being  a  cochairman, 
in  testimony  on  the  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill  estimated  that  at  least 
$125  million  is  required  to  adequately 
staff  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

This  would  represent  a  75-percent  in¬ 
crease  over  the  amount  available  in  1970. 
While  this  is  not  as  large  an  increase  as 
will  take  place  in  the  housing  and  com¬ 
munity  development  operations  of  the 
agency,  it  comes  far  closer  to  providing 
the  sort  of  staff  need  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  President,  the  condition  of  the 
Nation’s  housing  inventory  in  rural  areas 
is  an  appalling  affront  to  human  de¬ 
cency,  dignity,  and  health.  People  are 
living  in  tarpaper  shacks,  in  old  car 
bodies,  in  tents,  and  in  mud  hovels.  I 
would  suspect  that  much  of  our  livestock 
is  better  housed  than  our  rural  poor. 

When  we  cannot  see  a  problem  clearly, 
we  tend  to  presume  it  is  not  there.  The 
rural  poor  are  hidden  along  the  Nation’s 
backroads;  they  are  widely  scattered  and 
have  no  voice.  Thus  our  imaginations 
carry  us  to  the  ghettos  of  our  massive 
cities  when  we  think  of  bad  housing;  we 
have  heard  the  cry  from  there,  and  its 
anguish  is  readily  apparent  to  the  naked 
eye. 

And  so  the  problems  of  the  poor  in 
rural  areas,  and  in  particular  their  intol¬ 
erable  housing,  have  evaded  our  con¬ 
science.  But  the  fact  remains  that  fully 
two-thirds  of  the  Nation’s  bad  housing 
is  “out  there”  in  rural  and  small-town 
America.  The  fact  is  unknown,  and  until 
it  becomes  known  and  program  resources 
are  adjusted  accordingly,  the  effort  to 
provide  a  decent  home  and  suitable  liv¬ 
ing  environment  for  every  American 
family  will  be  missing  the  mark. 

A  few  weeks  ago  the  distinguished 
mayor  of  New  York  City,  John  Lindsay, 
pointed  out  that  we  have  ignored  “the 
interrelationship  of  the  city’s  problems 
with  rural  poverty  and  suburban  isola¬ 
tion.” 

The  statistics*  are  unsettling: 

Sixty-six  and  eight-tenths  percent  of 

♦Adapted  from  Current  Population  Re¬ 
ports,  Series  P-23  and  Current  Housing  Re¬ 
ports,  Series  H-121,  No.  17,  August,  1968, 
published  by  the  Census  Bureau. 


the  Nation’s  occupied  substandard  hous¬ 
ing  is  in  rural  and  smalltown  America — 
outside  SMSA’s. 

The  incidence  of  substandard  housing 
in  rural  and  smalltown  areas  is  3.5 
times  greater  than  in  metropolitan 
areas — 14  percent  as  compared  to  4  per¬ 
cent. 

There  are  3.1  million  families  in  non¬ 
metropolitan  areas  presently  living  in 
substandard  housing.  By  the  time  you 
add  overcrowding  and  exorbitant  pro¬ 
portions  of  income  for  rent  as  compo¬ 
nents  of  housing  need,  it  becomes  appar¬ 
ent  that  more  than  7  million  rural  fami¬ 
lies  will  need  some  form  of  Government 
assistance  to  obtain  decent  housing. 

Three-fourths  of  the  families  in  the 
Nation  who  have  incomes  under  the  pov¬ 
erty  line  and  who  live  in  substandard 
housing  live  in  rural  areas  and  small 
towns. 

Eight  out  of  10  nonwhite  households 
in  rural  America  occupy  substandard 
housing.  For  whites,  it  is  1  in  10. 

If  it  seems  curious  that  a  Senator  from 
New  York  should  concern  himself  with 
rural  problems,  I  have  only  to  remind 
you  of  the  great  volume  of  rhetoric  in 
this  Chamber  which  laments  the  tragic 
migration  of  people  from  rural  areas  to 
the  cities.  It  has  been  said  many  times 
that  to  allow  this  pattern  to  continue  is 
double  folly;  it  compounds  the  agonies 
of  the  cities  while  squeezing  dry  the 
resources  of  the  rural  areas.  Certainly, 
New  York  is  no  exception. 

Obviously  for  New  York  State,  in  terms 
of  absolute  numbers,  the  housing  need 
will  be  greater  in  metropolitan  areas. 
New  York  is  not  characteristic  of  the 
rest  of  the  country  in  the  division  of  its 
population  between  metropolitan  and 
nonmetropolitan  areas.  Of  the  5,248,700 
households  in  the  State  in  1960,  only  13.4 
percent  were  in  nonmetropolitan  areas. 
For  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  35.9  percent 
of  the  households,  were  in  nonmetro 
areas.  But  the  incidence  of  substandard 
housing  is  greater  in  nonmetropolitan 
areas,  even  in  New  York. 

Substandard  conditions  occur  in  12.5 
percent — one  out  of  eight — of  the  house¬ 
holds  in  rural  and  smalltown  New  York, 
as  compared  to  7.5  percent  of  the  house¬ 
holds  in  metropiltan  areas.  More  than 
half  of  the  nonwhite — under  $3,000 — ■ 
households  in  nonmetro  areas  were  in 
substandard  units.  For  those  same  fami¬ 
lies  inside  metro  areas,  by  comparison, 
one  in  three  were  in  substandard  units. 

Putting  this  another  way,  nonmetro 
areas  of  New  York  contained  only  13.4 
percent  of  the  State’s  households  but 
one-fifth  of  the  substandard  occupied 
houses. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  one  would  think 
that  rural  and  smalltown  New  York 
State  would  be  getting  housing  program 
resources  somewhat  commensurate  with 
roughly  one-fifth  of  the  need. 

Sadly,  however,  the  government-as¬ 
sisted  program  levels  for  rural  New  York 
fall  appallingly  short  of  that  mark. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
chief  source  of  housing  credit  for  rural 
America,  financed  only  3,500  units  in 
New  York  in  fiscal  1968  and  1969.  Its 
rural  rental  and  farm  labor  programs 
were  completely  inactive. 


Mr.  President,  it  seems  crystal  clear 
that  we  are  failing  to  deliver  on  our 
promise  of  a  decent  home  for  every 
American  family.  The  cities  in  my  State 
are  hurting,  and  badly,  and  I  do  not  mean 
to  take  anything  away  from  them.  I  only 
speak  to  point  out  an  area  which  seems 
to  have  been  virtually  ignored,  not  only 
in  my  State,  but  in  the  Nation  as  well. 

It  seems  obvious  that  some  basic 
changes  at  the  Federal  level  are  required 
if  we  are  to  have  decent  houses  for  all 
Americans  by  1978. 

We  could  take  Farmers  Home  out  of 
its  administrative  stranglehold.  Since 
1960,  the  agency  has  had  a  624  percent 
increase  in  its  lending  activity,  a  472  per¬ 
cent  increase  in  loans  to  be  serviced,  a 
248  percent  increase  in  loans  to  be  col¬ 
lected,  but  only  a  77  percent  in  man-years 
of  employees  to  do  the  work. 

We  could  provide  a  decent  home  for 
every  family  in  rural  areas.  However, 
we  need  to  build  and  repair  700,000 
houses  each  year  in  rural  America.  If  we 
carried  on  this  kind  of  program  for  10 
years,  we  would  get  the  job  done. 

We  will  never  come  close  to  getting 
that  job  done  until  we  create  the  proper 
administrative  structure.  The  amend¬ 
ment  I  have  offered  is  a  step  toward  this 
end. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  myself  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  interest 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  in  the 
problems  of  the  Fanners  Home  Admin¬ 
istration.  It  is  an  interest  in  which  I  have 
shared  for  a  good  many  years.  I  rarely 
speak  of  my  own  part  in  legislation,  but 
I  happened  to  be  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  of  the  legislative  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  which  developed 
the  liberalized  bill  for  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  under  which  it  is  now 
operating,  and  I  have  followed  very  care¬ 
fully  the  enlargement  of  the  activities  of 
that  very  fine  agency  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

I  may  say  that  when  we  passed  that 
bill,  I  had  the  rare  distinction  of  having 
been  praised  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  by 
those  whom  I  considered  the  most  liberal 
Members  of  the  Senate,  including  the 
former  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  then  Senator  Humphrey  of  Min¬ 
nesota,  and  I  rather  cherish  the  remarks 
he  made  at  that  time,  which  appear  in 
the  Record. 

So  I  have  followed  these  enlarged  and 
very  interesting  activities  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  very  sympatheti¬ 
cally  and  very  closely,  both  by  being  an 
active  member  of  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee — that  is,  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Committee — and  by  being  for  the 
last  8  or  10  years  chairman  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  for  Agriculture. 

I  want  the  distinguished  Senator  to 
know  that  our  committee,  which  shares 
that  view  with  me,  has  shown  its  interest 
in  this  subject,  because  we  increased  the 
appropriation  for  salaries  for  Farmers 
Home  Administration  not  just  by  the 
$3,100,000  over  the  House  amount,  as 
stated  by  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
but  by  $18  million  over  the  1970  act  and 
by  $841,000  over  the  estimate. 
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When  we  increased  yesterday,  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  several  items  for  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  which 
the  Senator  will  recall  because  he  had 
an  active  part  in  so  doing,  we  realized 
that  a  need  was  indicated  for  a  larger 
number  of  personnel  to  administer  those 
increased  programs. 

So  we  took  up  the  subject  matter  with 
the  budget  officer  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  asked  him  to  give  us  a 
clear  view  of  what  was  needed  by  way  of 
an  increase  in  personnel  to  handle  the  in¬ 
creases  we  made  yesterday.  I  state  for  the 
record  that  those  increases  were  $76 
million  over  the  estimate  for  water  and 
waste  disposal  grants  making  a  total  of 
$100  million  available  for  planning  and 
grants.  This  was  an  increase  of  $54  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  1970  level. 

We  asked  Mr.  Grant  to  go  carefully 
into  the  matter  with  the  agency  affected 
and  to  advise  our  committee  of  what  was 
their  actual  need  for  additional  person¬ 
nel.  This  is  what  he  has  stated  to  our 
committee.  In  checking  with  the  Office  of 
Budget  and  Finance  this  morning — of 
which  Mr.  Grant  is  the  head — we  asked 
for  the  amount  needed  over  the  Senate 
reported  bill  to  provide  adequate  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  to  finance  the  increases 
agreed  to  yesterday.  As  a  result  of  this 
query,  it  was  stated  to  us  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  amount  of  $84,250,000  be 
stricken  and  that  in  lieu  thereof  the 
amount  be  $86  million.  This  is  $1,750,000 
over  the  Senate  reported  bill,  $4,850,000 
over  the  House  amount,  and  $909,000  over 

f V»p  pctirnQtp 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  myself  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  minutes. 

In  addition — and  the  Senator  may  not 
understand  this,  because  this  is  a  very 
complex  bill — the  bill  provides  $2,750,000 
by  transfer.  This  will  give  to  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  a  grand  total  of 
$88,750,000  for  its  salaries  and  expense 
needs. 

In  addition,  we  have  had  it  frequently 
reported  to  us,  not  just  by  the  present 
head  of  this  agency  but  also  by  former 
heads  of  this  agency,  that  it  is  very  dif¬ 
ficult  for  them  to  find  qualified  men  to 
put  into  this  program,  that  they  just  can¬ 
not  be  found  everywhere,  and  that  the 
building  up  of  personnel  is  quite  a  task. 

The  point  of  all  I  am  saying  is  that  I 
am  agreeable,  and  so  is  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  our  committee,  to  add 
$1,750,000  to  cover  the  additional  needs 
that  were  made  necessary  yesterday  and 
to  add  to  the  $87  million  which  our  com¬ 
mittee  already  has  included  in  the  bill 
for  salaries. 

We  have  on  our  subcommittee  not  only 
members  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  but  also,  we  are  fortunate  to  have  the 
senior  Republican  member  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee,  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  (Mr.  Aiken),  and  of  course,  the 
chairman  of  the  legislative  committee, 
who  serves  as  an  ex  officio  member  of  our 
subcommittee,  and  he  is  acting  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  I  think  we  have  had  as  sympathetic  a 
group  to  deal  with  this  subject  as  can  be 
found  anywhere. 


I  am  perfectly  willing,  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  is  willing  to  reduce  his 
amendment  along  the  lines  I  have  sug¬ 
gested,  to  adopt  it  as  his  amendment  and 
to  have  him  get  every  bit  of  credit  he 
deserves.  If  we  cannot  do  that,  we  will 
have  to  offer  a  substitute  amendment, 
which  we  would  much  prefer  not  to  do; 
because,  personally,  I  appreciate  the  in¬ 
terest  the  Senator  has  shown  in  this 
program.  I  want  him  to  know  that  I  ap¬ 
preciate  it,  and  I  want  him  to  know  that 
I  am  perfectly  willing  for  him  to  get  any 
amount  of  credit  and  the  fullest  amount 
of  credit  that  could  come  from  this 
action. 

However,  under  the  report  we  have 
from  the  budget  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
amounts  that  have  been  added  and  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  we  al¬ 
ready  have  added  $18  million  above  1970 
to  this  appropriation  for  salaries,  and 
that  that  is  also  over  the  House 
amount — as  well  as  well  over  the  budget. 
I  hope  the  distinguished  Senator  will  see 
the  situation  which  we  are  in,  which  is  a 
practical  one,  and  will  see  fit  to  amend 
his  amendment,  just  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  did  a  short  while 
ago,  in  which  case  we  will  be  happy  to 
take  the  matter  to  conference  and  fight 
for  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
point  out  that  writing  the  appropriation 
bill  for  agriculture  this  year  has  been 
perhaps  more  difficult  than  in  other  years 
because  of  the  change  in  prices  and  cost 
and  values.  This  situation  leaves  us  with 
three  options;  namely,  estimate  the 
amount  needed  for  each  program  and 
appropriate  that  amount,  or  we  can  ap¬ 
propriate  more  than  will  probably  be 
needed  with  the  expectation  that  it  will 
not  all  be  spent — but  that  does  not  look 
good  on  the  appropriations  record ;  or  we 
can  appropriate  what  we  think  is  needed, 
with  the  idea  that  later  in  the  year,  if  it 
proves  to  be  inadequate,  it  can  be  sup¬ 
plemented  through  another  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  That,  I  think,  always  happens 
in  the  case  of  one  or  more  of  our 
programs. 

Take  yesterday,  when  the  amount  of 
the  food  stamp  program  was  increased 
$500  million.  I  felt  that  probably  all  that 
could  be  spent  efficiently  this  year  would 
be  the  $1.25  billion,  but  I  do  not  know. 
I  had  in  mind  that  if  the  $1.25  billion 
should  be  accepted  now,  and  the  need 
for  more  is  indicated  later,  it  can  be 
provided  through  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  which  I  would  gladly  sup¬ 
port.  That  is  all  I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hollings)  .  The  Senator  from  Florida  is 
recognized  for  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  is  wiser  in  agricultural  matters 
than  anyone  in  the  Senate  except  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana — in  fact,  I  con¬ 
sider  both  of  them  to  be  the  nestors  of 
the  Senate  on  this  subject.  I  think  that 
the  Senator  from  New  York  would  be 
wise  in  following  their  advice.  I  want 
him  to  know  that  he  has  friends  in  this 
program  he  is  interested  in.  They  drew  up 
the  budget  and  already  increased  the 


July  9,  1970 

amount  for  salaries  $18  million  above  the 
budget  figure.  We  are  suggesting  another 
increase  of  $750,000  to  meet  the  needs.  I 
shall  be  very  happy  to  take  the  amend¬ 
ment  if  the  Senator  from  New  York  will 
reduce  the  figure  in  that  way. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Four  min¬ 
utes  remain. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  appreciate  what  has 
been  said  here,  and  I  realize  that  it  is 
difficult  to  anticipate  the  needs  of  this 
agency.  However,  I  do  not  think  this 
matter  can  be  solved  by  a  supplemental 
appropriation.  It  is  difficult  to  get  quali¬ 
fied  personnel  and  the  FHA  has  to  know 
how  much  money  it  will  get,  so  that  it 
can  go  out  and  try  to  find  that  kind  of 
personnel.  The  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  under  strictures  in  the  budget, 
and  they  cannot  come  to  the  Senate  and 
oppose  the  administration  or  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget’s  recommendations. 

However,  if  we  examine  the  record  to 
see  what  is  really  going  on,  we  find  that 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  re¬ 
quested  $146,456,000  ipr  this  item.  That 
is  what  it  requested '  from  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  That  item  was  cut  $62 
million.  Obviously,  the  officials  at  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  feel  that 
if  they  are  to  do  the  job  properly,  they 
need  more  money  than  the  $84,000,000. 
I  think  that  they  need  more  than  the 
$4%  million  the  Senator  from  Florida 
has  proposed.  We  are  not  simply  trying 
to  take  care  of  providing  for  the  amend¬ 
ments  enacted  yesterday. 

I  certainly  am  willing  to  compromise. 
I  am  not  interested  in  the  credits  one 
way  or  another.  I  want  to  get  the  money 
increased  in  this  particular  item.  I  think 
that  if  we  are  going  to  compromise,  we 
should  talk  a  larger  figure  than  just  the 
small  amount  to  take  care  of  what  was 
increased  in  the  bill  yesterday.  We 
should  meet  the  basic  need  here.  I  recog¬ 
nize  that  the  Senator  from  Florida  and 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  are  sym¬ 
pathetic  to  the  program,  and  are  very 
understanding,  but  we  have  to  do  more. 
There  is  a  desperate  problem  in  the 
rural  areas. 

I  would  implore  the  Senator  from 
Florida  to  go  a  little  bit  higher  in  this 
situation  and  perhaps  we  can  work  out 
a  compromise.  I  have  no  interest  in  a 
conflict  here.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Florida  is  as  interested  as  I  am  in  getting 
more  money  for  the  program,  as  it  is  so 
desperately  needed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
(Mr.  Aiken)  has  just  suggested  that  we 
go  up  to  $3  million.  That  is  beyond  what 
the  finance  office  or  the  budget  office  of 
the  department  said  they  would  need, 
but  I  have  always  found  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  to  be  sound  in  his  judg¬ 
ment,  as  well  as  generous,  in  this  field, 
and  I  am  therefore  willing  to  go  that 
high.  I  cannot  go  to  the  large  figure  sug¬ 
gested  by  Senator  Goodell. 

There  has  never  been  a  supplemental 
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bill,  since  I  have  been  a  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  which  has  not  had  some 
items  in  it  for  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration,  particularly  in  the  field 
of  disaster  loans.  We  have  had  them 
nearly  every  year.  There  have  been 
other  items  included  as  well,  which  have 
always  had  sympathetic  treatment.  The 
Farmers  Home  Administration  is  a 
highly  regarded  agency.  It  deals  with 
the  underaverage  credit  risks  of  the 
farming  communities.  They  have  had 
most  sympathetic  treatment  from  the 
committee  and  will  continue  to  have  it. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator  feels  that  way. 
If  he  will  cut  his  amendment  to  $3  mil¬ 
lion,  as  the  Senator  from  Vermont  sug¬ 
gests,  I  shall  be  glad  to  agree  to  it  and 
take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  wrill  inevitably  increase  this  sum.  But, 
$3  million  is  totally  inadequate  from  my 
perspective.  I  would  suggest  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  that  since  they  are  go¬ 
ing  to  take  this  bill  to  conference  and 
the  House  bill  recommends  an  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $81  million  that  the  Senator 
raise  this  question  of  increased  appro¬ 
priations  there  at  the  conference,  and 
discuss  it  with  them,  and  negotiate  about 
it.  I  would  also  suggest  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  confer  with  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  and  I  believe  he 
will  agree  that  there  is  ample  justifica¬ 
tion  for  the  higher  amount. 

However,  if  the  Senator  from  Florida 
does  not  think  so,  we  can  compromise  in 
conference  a  figure  that  will  be  ade¬ 
quate.  Certainly  this  would  not  be  bind¬ 
ing  on  the  Senator  from  Florida  or  the 
other  conferees.  But,  I  believe  that  the 
$3  million  is  an  inadequate  amount  in 
terms  of  the  tremendously  increased 
burdens  we  have  placed  upon  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  By  adding  the  $3  mil¬ 
lion,  we  put  ourselves  $6.1  million  above 
the  House  appropriation.  I  think  that  is 
as  far  as  we  can  go.  We  are  trying  to 
be  reasonable,  I  think  even  gracious,  so 
that  I  hope  the  Senator  will  agree  to  that 
course,  because  we  would  much  rather 
not  submit  a  substitute  amendment;  but 
we  have  agreed  to  take  the  figure  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  Vermont.  If 
there  is  anyone  who  loves  agricultural 
people  more  in  this  Senate  than  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  I  do  not  know 
who  it  is.  He  is  a  part  of  them.  He  is  a 
part  of  the  nursery  and  fruit  business  of 
his  State  of  Vermont.  The  people  of 
Vermont  have  been  particularly  inter¬ 
ested  in  those  two  businesses. 

I  shall  be  glad  if  the  Senator  will  re¬ 
duce  his  amendment  to  $3  million.  We 
will  fight  for  it  in  conference. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  The  Senator  has  been 
most  gracious  and  understanding.  How¬ 
ever,  because  of  my  convictions  on  this 
matter,  I  find  the  $3  million  to  be  unac¬ 
ceptable.  I  should  like  to  accommodate 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  but  I  think  we 
probably  should  have  a  vote  on  this  and 
settle  the  issue.  I  hope  that  if  the  Senate 
understands  this  issue,  we  will  not  delay 
the  matter  further  and  we  will  give  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  adequate 
funds.  The  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  should  have  the  funds  so  it  can  go 
ahead  and  make  adequate  preparations 


for  hiring  additional  personnel.  It  should 
get  a  more  adequate  increase  than  is 
provided  in  the  bill  now,  and  more  than 
the  $3  million  increase  proposed. 

The  conferees  of  the  Senate  could 
handle  this  matter  now  and  come  back 
with  a  figure  that  they  think  is  ade¬ 
quate.  If  that  compromise  is  not  accept¬ 
able,  I  think  that  we  should  vote. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  to  yield  back  my  time  on  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  so  that  I  may  offer  a 
substitute  amendment. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  substitute. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  figure  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  in  the  amendment,  insert  $87,250,000 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  matter  has  been  adequately  debated. 
However,  I  want  to  very  briefly  mention 
what  is  included  in  the  amendment. 

It  includes  an  increase  of  $3  million 
for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  when  we  have 
here  a  written  statement  from  the 
Budget  officer  that  $1,750,000  would  meet 
all  additional  requirements  of  personnel 
to  cover  the  added  funds  we  pro¬ 
vided  yesterday  for  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration . 

They  remind  us  in  the  memorandum 
that  the  Senate  has  already  provided  $18 
million  more  for  salaries  than  the  1970 
appropriation.  We  are  already  $3.1  mil¬ 
lion  above  the  House  amount.  By  adding 
the  $3  million,  we  would  be  $6.1  million 
above  the  House  amount. 

We  have  added  the  $3  million  figure 
because  that  was  suggested  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont.  We 
think  it  is  a  little  more  than  the  amount 
needed.  However,  if  they  do  not  need  it, 
they  will  not  use  it. 

I  hope  the  substitute  amendment  will 
prevail. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
hope  that  the  substitute  will  prevail.  It  is 
true  that  the  workload  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  is  greater.  How¬ 
ever,  the  bill  represents  an  increase  of 
$18  million  over  last  year’s  figure.  By  the 
allowing  of  the  additional  $3  million, 
there  would  be  $21  million  over  and 
above  the  1970  allowance  of  funds  for 
salaries  and  expenses. 

There  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion. 
There  may  be  firm  conviction  that  more 
than  that  amount  is  needed.  The  com¬ 
mittee,  however,  and  certainly  the  spon¬ 
sor  of  the  substitute  and  I,  believe  that 
the  best  judges  of  that  are  the  budget  au¬ 
thorities  in  the  department.  They  have 
said  advisedly  that  this  would  be  ample 
for  the  purposes  at  hand,  including  the 
additional  amounts  allowed,  yesterday. 

So,  it  is  a  matter  for  the  Senate  to  de¬ 
cide.  I  hope  the  Senate  decides  the  mat¬ 
ter  in  line  with  the  thinking  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  that  the  best 
authorities  to  decide  how  much  money 
is  needed  would  be  the  budget  authori¬ 


ties  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  substitute  will 
prevail. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time  if  any  time  remains  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  have  fully  debated  the  matter  here. 
Those  who  are  deeply  concerned  about 
the  program  make  it  clear  that  there  is 
uncertainty  as  to  how  much  money  they 
will  be  able  to  spend  usefully  and  offi¬ 
cially. 

I  think  we  all  want  them  to  be  able  to 
have  enough  money  for  the  personnel 
that  are  necessary  to  administer  these 
tremendous  programs  that  have  been 
added. 

I  think  the  $3  million  is  too  restrictive. 

1  recognize  that  the  committee  has  in¬ 
creased  the  amount  over  last  year  by  $18 
million.  However,  we  have  increased  the 
responsibility  of  this  agency  far  more 
than  that. 

I  would  point  out  once  again  that  the 
FHA  itself  requested  $146  million  of  the 
Budget  Bureau.  They  were  turned  down. 
When  they  requested  that,  they  might 
have  been  figuring  that  it  would  not  be 
fully  agreed  to  by  the  Budget  Bureau. 
That  is  an  old  game.  They  probably  fig¬ 
ured  that  it  would  be  knocked  down 
somewhat,  but  not  cut  by  $62  million. 

I  believe  that  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  could  use  $38  million  more 
for  administering  its  many  programs. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural 
Appropriations  which  reported  the  bill, 

1  had  the  feeling  that  the  amount  was 
adequate.  Therefore,  I  will  support  the 
committee  report  and  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

I  also  want  to  make  it  plain  that  if 
this  amount  proves  to  be  inadequate  as 
the  work  goes  on,  I  shall  certainly  sup¬ 
port  a  supplemental  appropriation  to 
provide  whatever  funds  are  needed  to 
carry  on  the  work  of  the  Farmers  Home 
program. 

One  thing  that  perhaps  we  have  not 
taken  into  consideration  is  that  although 
the  work  of  this  agency  is  bound  to 
increase,  the  size  of  the  loans  also  in¬ 
crease,  so  that  we  cannot  judge  the  num¬ 
ber  of  loans  made  fully  by  the  amount 
of  money  loans. 

I  did  want  to  make  it  clear  if  the 
amount  agreed  to  by  the  committee 
proves  inadequate  I  shall  support  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  for  whatever 
amount  is  needed  for  these  excellent 
programs  which  are  being  carried  on  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  through 
its  agencies. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 

2  minutes. 
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Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  important  and  it  is  helpful  to 
the  farmers.  It  is  as  much  appreciated  in 
my  section  of  the  country  as  in  the 
northeastern  part  of  the  country. 

I  will  join  with  the  Senator  in  any 
request  from  the  Department  for  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  later  in  this 
Congress  if  the  amount  appropriated 
today  on  the  basis  of  the  substitute 
proves  to  be  insufficient. 

We  have  always  listened  to  and  care¬ 
fully  considered  any  such  request.  I 
pledge  my  support,  whatever  it  might 
amount  to,  in  connection  with  any  re¬ 
quest  for  a  supplemental. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  the  Senate  acts  realistically  on  this. 
We  have  some  mighty  tough  men  to 
contend  with  on  the  House  side. 

With  Mr.  Grant,  who  is  the  Budget 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  saying  that  he  cannot  spend  the 
amount  we  are  providing  here,  I  am  sure 
that  the  House  conferees  would  not 
agree  even  to  the  amount  we  are  now 
providing,  because  the  amount  is  $1.5 
million  more  than  Mr.  Grant  says  he 
can  spend. 

I  hope  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  sub¬ 
stitute  offered  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  substitute. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  the 
Senators  yield  back  their  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  expired,  the  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida  in  the  nature  of  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd), 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore), 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hartke), 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Inouye)  , 
the  Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Mag- 
nuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr. 
McGee)  ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  (Mr.  Russell)  ,  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  are  necessar¬ 
ily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel),  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan) 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  (Mr.  Symington)  ,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan) 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  , 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis) 


and  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Murphy)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook),  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  bus¬ 
iness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mrs.  Smith)  are  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  the 
Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Murphy), 


the  Senator 

from  Illinois 

(Mr.  Percy), 

and  the  Senator  from 

Maine  (Mrs. 

Smith)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result 

was  announced — yeas  75, 

nays  6,  as  follows: 

[No.  227  Leg.] 

YEAS— 75 

Aiken 

Fong 

Muskie 

Allen 

Fulbright 

Packwood 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Pas  tore 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Pearson 

Bayh 

Gurney 

PeU 

Bellmon 

Hansen 

Prouty 

Bennett 

Harris 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Hart 

Randolph 

Boggs 

Holland 

Ribicoff 

Brooke 

Hollings 

Saxbe 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Schweiker 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hughes 

Scott 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Smith,  Ill. 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Sparkman 

Church 

Kennedy 

Spong 

Cooper 

Long 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Cranston 

Mathias 

Thurmond 

Dole 

McCarthy 

Tower 

Dominick 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Eagleton 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Montoya 

NAYS— 6 

Young,  Ohio 

Case 

Hatfield 

Moss 

Goodell 

Javits 

Nelson 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Baker 

Inouye 

Percy 

Cook 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Dodd 

McGee 

Stevens 

Gore 

Mondale 

Symington 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Hartke 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Holland’s  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  for  Mr.  Goodell’s 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PASTORE  and  Mr.  HRUSKA 
made  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Goodell)  ,  which  has  now 
been  modified  by  the  adoption  of  the  last 
amendment,  has  the  yeas  and  nays  or¬ 
dered  on  it.  The  time  has  been  complete¬ 
ly  utilized.  I  suggest  we  have  an  imme¬ 
diate  yea  and  nay  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York,  as 
amended. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  President,  I  agr  ee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York,  as  amended. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 


July  9,  1970 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr.  Dodd)  , 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore)  , 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hartke)  , 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Inouye)  , 
the  Senator  from  Washington  (Mr. 
Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  McCarthy),  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Russell),  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Maryland  (Mr. 
Tydings)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel),  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan) 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  (Mr.  Symington)  ,  and  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan)  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker), 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis) 
and  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Murphy)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook),  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mrs.  Smith  )  are  absent  because  of 
illness. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower) 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  ,  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  ,  the  Senator 
from  California  (Mr.  Murphy),  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Percy)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower)  t  and  the 
Senator  from  Maine  (Mrs.  Smith)  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  75, 
nays  3,  as  follows: 

[No.  228  Leg.] 


YEAS— 75 


Aiken 

Fong 

Miller 

Allen 

Fulbright 

Montoya 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Moss 

Anderson 

Goodell 

Muskie 

Bayh 

Griffin 

Nelson 

Bellmon 

Gurney 

Packwood 

Bennett 

Hansen 

Pa  store 

Bible 

Harris 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Hart 

Pell 

Brooke 

Hatfield 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Saxbe 

Cannon 

Hughes 

Schweiker 

Case 

Jackson 

Scott 

Church 

Javits 

Smith,  Ill. 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Sparkman 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Spong 

Dole 

Long 

Stennis 

Dominick 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Eagleton 

Mathias 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

McIntyre 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Metcalf 

NAYS— 3 

Young,  Ohio 

Cotton 

Ribicoff 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Baker 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell 

Cook 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Curtis 

McCarthy 

Stevens 

Dodd 

McGee 

Symington 

Gore 

Mondale 

Tower 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Tydings 

Hartke 

Murphy 

Inouye 

Percy 
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So  Mr.  Goodell’s  amendment,  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  make  an  announcement?  I  yield  my¬ 
self  1  minute  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order,  so  that  the 
Senator’s  announcement  may  be  heard. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  know  of  no  further 
amendments  except  one  to  be  offered 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Cooper),  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  and  I  have  agreed 
to  take  to  conference,  subject,  of  course, 
to  the  will  of  the  Senate. 

Following  that,  I  have  had  no  re¬ 
quests  to  speak  on  the  bill,  and  I  under¬ 
stand  from  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
that  he  has  had  no  requests;  so  I  would 
suppose  that  we  would  get,  then,  to  a 
final  vote,  and  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  one-half  minute  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  the 
Senator  one-half  minute  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
absent  from  the  Chamber  yesterday 
when  various  Senators  expressed  their 
appreciation  for  the  work  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Florida  has 
done  on  this  bill,  as  well  as  his  many 
great  contributions  to  the  Senate.  I  have 
such  a  statement,  which  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  may  appear  in  the  permanent 
Record  in  conjunction  with  the  state¬ 
ments  made  yesterday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  it  is  a 
privilege  to  join  my  colleagues  in  express¬ 
ing  admiration  and  affection  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Holland)  as  the  time  approaches  when, 
for  reasons  of  health,  he  will  enter  vol¬ 
untary  retirement.  Incidentally,  that  is 
the  only  kind  of  retirement  open  to  him, 
for  I  am  positive  that  the  people  of  Flor¬ 
ida,  whom  he  has  served  so  well  as  Gov¬ 
ernor  and  for  many  years  as  Senator, 
would  never  allow  him  to  leave  the  Sen¬ 
ate  if  it  were  in  their  power  to  prevent  it. 

From  the  first  hour  of  my  service  in  this 
body,  I  admired  him  and,  as  time  went  on 
and  I  had  the  privilege  of  serving  with 
him  on  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
my  respect  and  affection  for  him  has 
grown  each  passing  year.  He  has  always 
mastered  the  issues  and  problems  that  he 
has  had  to  face.  I  have  never  known  him 
to  deal  with  any  subject  or  raise  his  voice 
in  any  cause  without  revealing  the 
breadth  and  accuracy  of  his  knowledge. 
Above  all,  he  has  been  the  embodiment 
of  a  kindly,  Christian  gentleman.  His 
courtesy  to  his  colleagues,  even  when  he 
differs  from  them,  has  been  unfailing. 
I  have  never  seen  him  lose  his  temper  or 
his  poise  for  an  instant,  even  when  de¬ 
bate  was  heated.  There  is  not  a  Member 
of  the  Senate,  Democrat  or  Republican, 


liberal  or  conservative,  who  does  not  hold 
him  in  high  affection  and  treasure  as¬ 
sociation  with  him. 

He  is  the  beau  ideal  of  a  Senator — in 
appearance  and  all  the  qualities  of  mind 
and  soul  which  equip  men  for  service 
here.  With  a  toga  upon  his  shoulders  and 
a  fillet  around  his  snow-white  locks,  he 
could  step  back  through  the  ages  and 
walk  the  Praetorian  pavements  on  terms 
of  complete  equality  with  any  senator 
of  ancient  Rome. 

May  he  and  his  lovely  lady  have  many 
years  of  happiness  and  comfort  in  which 
to  enjoy  looking  back  on  a  career  of  serv¬ 
ice  and  distinction  that  has  been  rarely 
equaled  and  never  excelled. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  grateful  to  the  Senator.  I  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  fact  that  this  was  the 
subject  of  his  request,  but  I  think  I 
would  have  been  even  happier  to  grant 
his  request  if  I  had  known  his  purpose. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  before 
calling  up  my  amendment,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  an  excerpt  from  the  committee 
report  subheaded  “Supplemental  Fi¬ 
nancing  Program,”  under  the  heading 
“Electrification  Program,”  as  found  on 
pages  38  and  39  of  the  committee  report. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  (No.  91-987)  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Supplemental  Financing  Program 

The  Committee  commends  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  In  their  attempt  to  establish 
a  financing  organization  to  help  alleviate 
the  large  financial  needs  of  the  rural  electric 
systems  for  new  capital  financing  from  the 
Federal  Government.  The  National  Rural 
Utilities  Cooperative  Finance  Corporation 
(CFC)  was  incorporated  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  on  April  10,  1969.  The  Committee 
understands  that  CFC  now  has  785  members 
in  44  states. 

Historically,  REA  has  granted  loans  since 
the  program  began  in  1935  allowing  defer¬ 
ment  of  the  payment  of  principal  on  the 
loans  for  varying  periods  of  time.  In  some 
cases  the  deferment  period  has  been  for  one 
year,  in  some  cases  for  two  years,  in  some 
cases  for  three  years,  in  some  cases  for  five 
years,  and  in  a  few  instances  even  longer. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  CFC  plan 
has  the  potential  of  diverting  the  growing 
need  to  increase  the  annual  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  achieve  a  large  measure  of  “self¬ 
financing”  in  future  years.  To  be  most  ef¬ 
fective  the  capitalization  of  the  corpora¬ 
tion  must  be  accelerated. 

The  Committee  expects  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  assume  an  active  role  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  CFC  in  the  accumulation  of  initial 
subscription  of  capital  from  CFC  members 
for  initial  operations. 

In  addition  to  the  subscription  of  capital 
from  existing  sources,  and  to  meet  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  forth  in  the  House  Committee 
Report,  a  continuous  flow  of  capital  funds 
is  essential  to  the  orderly  development  of 
the  CFC. 

The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
recommendation  in  the  House  Committee 
Report  to  defer  principal  repayments  on 
outstanding  loan  contracts  is  not  a  feasible 
method  of  providing  for  an  orderly  flow  of 
capital  subscriptions  to  the  CFC.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  recommends  that  beginning  on  July 
1,  1970,  that  the  REA  Administrator  grant 
up  to  a  three-year  deferment  on  principal 
installments  on  new  REA  loans — with  the 


understanding  that  such  deferred  install¬ 
ments  on  principal  will  be  invested  by  bor¬ 
rowers  in  the  CFC. 

Such  regular  investments  in  CFC  when 
continued  for  several  years  and  coupled 
with  the  open  market  sale  of  debentures, 
should  then  enable  the  REA  Administrator 
and  the  CFC  to  make  an  orderly  transition 
from  complete  reliance  upon  government  fi¬ 
nancing  to  a  greater  reliance  upon  the  sale 
of  CFC  debentures,  except  for  the  financing 
of  systems  where  the  input  of  2  percent 
government  loans  may  be  essential  to  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  electrical  service  at 
reasonable  rates  in  low  density  population 
areas. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  call  attention 
specifically  to  one  sentence: 

The  Committee  expects  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  assume  an  active  role  in  co¬ 
operation  with  CFC  in  the  accumulation  of 
initial  subscription  of  capital  from  CFC 
members  for  initial  operations. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  we  cannot  hear  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  yield  2  minutes  on  the  bill  to 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky.  I  understood 
he  had  an  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  that  we  may  have  order  be¬ 
fore  the  Senator  continues. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order.  The  Senator  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
an  amendment  which  will  take  1  min¬ 
ute.  However,  I  wanted  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  if  they  concur  in  this  statement 
in  the  committee  report  that  the  REA 
Administrator  should  assume  an  active 
role  in  cooperation  with  CFC. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes,  after  which  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska. 

We  certainly  do  concur  in  that  state¬ 
ment.  We  feel  that  a  self-help  program 
by  this  element  of  the  rural  population 
can  be  as  successful  as  the  one  for  the 
Agricultural  Credit  Administration 
which  already  now  belongs  a  hundred 
percent  to  the  people  who  use  it.  We  have 
suggested,  as  a  means  of  cooperation, 
that  on  new  loans  the  Administrator 
waive  payments  of  principal  for  3  years, 
on  condition  that  the  same  amount  may 
be  placed  in  investments  in  the  CFC, 
which  is  the  new  bank  set  up  by  the  co¬ 
operatives  to  serve  their  own  interests. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  concurs  in  that 
statement.  It  is  well  stated. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  Senators 
Holland  and  Hruska,  managers  of  the 
bill.  Their  statements  are  important. 

Mr.  President,  REA  came  into  being 
because  the  private  utilities  had  not  ex¬ 
tended  their  service  to  the  farm  homes  of 
rural  areas.  For  example,  before  REA 
was  established  in  1936,  only  10.9  percent 
of  all  farms  in  the  United  States  enjoyed 
electric  service.  In  Kentucky,  only  3 
percent  of  our  farmers  received  electric 
service. 

Today,  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  3  per¬ 
cent  of  fanners  who  enjoyed  electric 
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services  in  1936,  98.4  percent  of  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  farmers  and  99  percent  of  Ken¬ 
tucky’s  farmers  receive  electric  service. 
REA  has  financially  served  more  than 
half  of  all  electrified  farms. 

Since  1936,  REA  has  loaned  almost  $7.4 
billiion,  chiefly  to  rural  electric  coopera¬ 
tives,  and  public  bodies,  for  electric  dis¬ 
tribution  systems,  including  transmission 
and  generating  facilities.  In  Kentucky 
$433  million  has  been  loaned. 

I  was  very  pleased  that  REA  approved 
a  loan  on  June  26  amounting  to  $16,368,- 
000  to  finance  transmission  facilities  to 
meet  growing  power  requirements  of  18 
distribution  co-ops  serving  175,000  rural 
consumers  in  83  counties  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky.  Given  the  large  number  of  coun¬ 
ties  and  consumers  served,  this  loan  will 
be  a  great  benefit  to  my  State. 

This  is  a  tremendous  record,  but  much 
still  needs  to  be  done  to  extend  electric 
service  into  all  rural  areas  and  to  im¬ 
prove  and  maintain  present  systems.  It 
is  estimated  that  about  $900  million  in 
loan  applications  will  be  filed  during  this 
fiscal  year.  The  budget  recommendation 
for  new  loan  authority  for  fiscal  1971  is 
$352  million.  This  illustrates  the  need 
for  new  capital  financing. 

The  rural  electric  systems  have  au¬ 
thorized  the  establishment  of  their  own 
financing  institution  to  help  provide  some 
of  the  additional  loan  funds  required  to 
meet  the  system’s  growing  capital  needs. 
In  April  1969,  the  National  Rural  Utili¬ 
ties  Cooperative  Finance  Corporation — 
CFC — was  incorporated.  I  am  very  glad 
the  Rural  Electric  Corporation  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  has  been  in  the  forefront  in  this 
development  and  that  a  very  able  and 
distinguished  Kentuckian,  Mr.  J.  K. 
Smith,  is  the  first  president  of  CFC. 

Much  has  been  accomplished  by  the 
officers  and  directors  of  CFC  in  bringing 
this  vital  supplemental  financing  insti¬ 
tution  into  being.  I  understand  that  766 
rural  electric  systems,  representing  about 
75  percent  of  the  rural  electric  systems  in 
the  country,  have  applied  for  member¬ 
ship.  As  soon  as  legal,  procedural,  and 
regulatory  matters  affecting  CFC  are 
completely  resolved,  CFC  will  ask  the 
rural  electric  systems  to  complete  their 
membership  obligations,  provide  equity 
capital,  and  begin  operations. 

For  this  reason,  I  was  pleased  to  note 
the  language  in  the  report  by  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  concerning 
the  future  role  of  the  CFC  and  which 
urged  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  assume  an  active  role  in 
cooperation  with  the  CFC  in  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  initial  subscription  of  capital. 
The  committee  report  further  recom¬ 
mends  that  beginning  July  1,  1970,  the 
REA  administrator  grant  up  to  a  3-year 
deferment  on  principal  installments  on 
new  REA  loans  with  the  understanding 
that  such  deferred  installments  on  prin¬ 
cipal  will  be  invested  by  borrowers  in  the 
CFC.  As  the  REA  has  historically  granted 
deferment  of  the  payment  of  principal  on 
loans  for  2  years,  I  understand  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  language  to  mean  a  total  defer¬ 
ment  period  of  5  years. 

I  have  for  a  number  of  years  supported 
legislation  to  provide  a  source  of  supple¬ 
mental  financing  for  the  rural  electric 
systems,  and  introduced  a  bill  for  this 


purpose  several  years  ago.  I  commend  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  mem¬ 
bers  for  their  actions  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  concerning  the  CFC  and  hope  that 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  emphasized  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  and  ranking  member, 
Senator  Holland  and  Senator  Hrttska, 
be  followed  speedily.  We  have  great  re¬ 
spect  and  confidence  in  the  able  Adminis¬ 
trator,  the  Honorable  David  Hamil,  who 
has  done  much  for  rural  electrification. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  statement  describing  the  work 
of  the  CFC  be  included  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Some  Facts  About  CFC 

A  little  less  than  one  year  ago  delegates  to 
the  NRECA  Annual  Meeting  in  Atlantic  City, 
N.J.,  voted  to  establish  the  National  Rural 
Utilities  Cooperative  Finance  Corporation,  or 
CFC.  This  new  cooperative  corporation  was 
created  to  enable  rural  electrics  to  supple¬ 
ment  with  their  own  funds  and  private 
money  market  resources  the  annual  appro¬ 
priation  for  REA  loans  at  2  per  cent  interest. 
CFC  thus  will  provide  some  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  loan  funds  required  to  meet  the  sys¬ 
tem’s  growing  capital  needs. 

Outlined  below  is  a  brief  report  on  the 
progress  made  by  CFC  during  the  past  year, 
and  what  is  expected  for  1970. 

1.  Organization — CFC  is  a  cooperative 
owned  by  its  participating  rural  electric 
systems.  It  is  governed  by  a  22-member  board 
of  directors  who  were  named  by  the  NRECA 
Board.  The  next  board  will  be  elected  by 
geographic  region  by  the  member  systems. 

2.  Capitalisation — Initially,  CFC  will  raise 
money  through  membership  fes  and  member 
subscriptions  to  capital  term  certificates. 
Later,  CFC  will  raise  additional  money 
through  the  sale  of  long-term  obligations  to 
private  investors. 

3.  Loans  and  Interest  Rates — CFC  will 
make  loans  to  its  members  for  purposes 
related  to  rural  electric  system  objectives 
within  their  statutory  authority.  The  inter¬ 
est  rate  on  such  loans  will  be  determined  by 
the  cost  of  money  in  the  open  money  market. 

4.  Membership  Applications — As  of  the 
end  of  January,  1970,  764  rural  electric  or¬ 
ganizations  (individual  rural  electric  coop¬ 
eratives,  power  supply  cooperatives,  state¬ 
wide  associations  and  NRECA)  had  sent  in 
their  membership  applications  and  fees. 
Slightly  more  than  75  per  cent  of  the  NRECA 
membership  has  thus  indicated  its  intention 
to  join  the  new  institution. 

5.  REA  and  CFC — In  the  words  of  REA 
Administrator  David  A.  Hamil,  “CFC  right 
now  is  our  best  hope  to  bring  urgently 
needed  capital  into  our  electric  program.” 
In  line  with  this  statement,  REA  has  ac¬ 
cepted  the  general  principle  of  “accommo¬ 
dation”  of  REA  liens  on  the  property  of 
rural  electrics.  An  REA  Study  Group  and 
the  CFC’s  REA  Coordinating  Committee  have 
been  meeting  to  work  out  the  details  of  this 
accord.  This  CFC  Committee  also  is  develop¬ 
ing  the  new  institution’s  loan  policies  and 
related  procedures. 

6.  Loan  Operations — As  in  the  past,  all 
rural  electric  system  loan  applications  will 
go  first  to  REA  for  determination  of  eligi¬ 
bility  for  available  funds  under  the  REA 
2  per  cent  loan  program.  Loan  applications 
considered  eligible  for  supplemental  financ¬ 
ing  will  be  forwarded  by  REA  to  CFC  with 
appropriate  information,  including  an  indi¬ 
cation  of  REA  willingness  to  accommodate 
its  liens  to  provide  equal  loan  security  for- 
CFC.  It  is  anticipated  that  for  most  loan 
applications  REA  will  make  part  of  a  loan 
and  CFC  the  balance. 
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7.  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  and 
CFC — In  October  of  last  year  the  IRS  ruled 
favorably  upon  the  CFC  application  for  ex¬ 
emption  from  Federal  income  tax  as  a  non¬ 
profit  social  welfare  organization.  This  ac¬ 
tion  will  enable  CFC  to  proceed  with  the 
plan  of  member  participation  in  subscribing 
to  the  new  institution’s  capital  term  certif¬ 
icates. 

8.  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
(SEC)  and  CFC — The  SEC  is  now  in  the 
process  of  determining  whether  registration 
of  CFC  capital  term  certificates  is  required. 

9.  In  1970 — During  the  coming  year  the 
CFC  Board  of  Directors  will  choose  a  chief 
executive  officer,  to  be  known  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  of  CFC.  He  will  be  responsible  for  day- 
to-day  operations  of  the  new  institution.  In 
1970  the  Board  also  will  issue  a  call  for  mem¬ 
ber  subscription  to  capital  term  certificates. 
With  the  present  number  of  members  that 
call  will  raise,  during  the  initial  three-year 
subscription  period,  approximately  $115  mil¬ 
lion  in  “seed"  capital  for  the  new  institution. 

CFC  expects  to  make  its  first  loan  to  a 
member  system  during  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  at  the  request 
of  and  for  my  colleague,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Cook)  who  is 
absent  on  official  business.  He  asks  that 
$100,000  be  added  to  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service,  specifically  for  medical 
research  on  horses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  bill  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  lines  13  and  14,  strike  out 
“$160,346,200”  and  insert  “$160,446,200.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  myself  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  horse  breeders  and 
farmers  of  the  Nation  have  been  suffer¬ 
ing  very  heavy  losses;  and  at  today’s 
values,  that  is  no  small  loss. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
wishes  to  state  that  the  amendment  con¬ 
tains  the  figure  already  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate,  and  it  is  only  in  order  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  amendment  may  be  con¬ 
sidered.  The  Senator  from  Nebraska  and 
I  are  going  to  accept  it,  subject  to  the 
will  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  want  the  record  to 
show  that  representatives  of  this  indus¬ 
try  did  make  a  strong  showing  when  they 
appeared  before  our  committee.  How¬ 
ever,  the  amounts  they  requested  were 
quite  sizable,  approximately  $800,000  and 
it  was  simply  a  question  of  priorities. 

We  have  decided  that  this  $100,000  as 
a  start,  to  give  them  a  chance  to  study 
the  subject  thoroughly  in  view  of  the 
seriousness  of  the  losses  that  have  been 
sustained.  For  that  reason,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  and  I  have  agreed  to  take 
this  amendment  to  conference,  subject,  of 
course,  to  the  will  of  the  Senate.  We  think 
it  is  a  good  amendment. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  know  that  this 
amendment  is  going  to  be  accepted,  but 
I  feel  that  this  is  a  waste  of  money.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  if  we  had  fewer  race 
horses,  we  would  have  less  betting.  If  we 
had  less  betting,  we  would  have  less 
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gambling.  If  we  had  less  gambling,  we 
would  have  more  money  in  the  pockets  of 
people  to  spend  for  bread. 

I  want  the  record  to  show  that  I  am 
opposed  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  and  I  am  ready 
to  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time 
on  the  amendment,  assuming  that  he  is. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  a  show¬ 
ing  had  been  made  during  the  course  of 
the  hearings;  and  I  must  say  that,  except 
for  the  fact  that  the  Department  did  not 
feel  that  they  were  ready  to  start  any  re¬ 
search  in  this  direction,  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  members  were  fairly  well  disposed  to 
accept  some  figure.  In  view  of  that,  we 
thought  it  would  be  well  to  accept  this 
figure,  take  it  to  conference,  and  have 
further  discussion  there. 

So  I  concur  in  the  statement  made  by 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

If  you  want  to  stop  gambling  in  this 
country  and  break  organized  crime,  stop 
racing. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
does  not  apply  just  to  race  horses.  The 
people  who  are  most  affected  by  this 
question  are  not  the  people  who  race 
horses,  but  rather  those  who  raise  horses. 
The  State  of  Kentucky  is  of  course  most 
famous  for  that  objective,  and  millions 
of  dollars  are  invested  in  it  there.  But 
this  is  also  true  in  other  States  through¬ 
out  the  whole  country.  These  horse 
breeders  and  ranchers  are  not  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  doing  the  betting  or  receiv¬ 
ing  the  results  from  the  betting.  They  are 
people  who  are  either  earning  their  live¬ 
lihood  by  raising  horses  or  doing  it  for 
pleasure,  as  is  the  case  of  over  200,000 
boys  and  girls  who  raise  horses  as  a  4-H 
project. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

I  just  want  to  make  it  very  clear  that 
a  loss  on  a  horsebreeding  farm  where 
there  is  an  infection  that  pretty  well 
takes  off  the  whole  population  of  the 
farm  is  a  terrible  and  a  tragic  thing  to 
happen  to  that  kind  of  farmer,  and  that 
is  what  they  are.  It  is  for  that  reason 
that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and  I 
have  agreed  to  make  this  recommenda¬ 
tion.  The  people  who  raise  thoroughbred 
stock,  outnumber  those  who  are  actually 
in  the  racing  field  by  many  times,  are 
most  affected  by  this  amendment. 

I  yield  myself  2  additional  minutes, 
and  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  the 
horses  we'  are  talking  about  here  are  not 
workhorses.  We  are  talking -about  sport 
horses.  What  I  am  talking  about  is  tak¬ 
ing  the  money  out  of  the  taxpayer’s 
pocket  so  that  this  business  may  be 
promoted. 

The  reason  why  today  there  are  so 
many  bookies  and  so  much  organized 
gambling  is  that  there  is  horseracing, 
primarily.  I  say  that  the  less  of  that  we 
have,  the  better  off  this  country  is  going 
to  be.  If  you  want  to  break  the  back  of 
organized  crime,  you  must  break  the 


back  of  the  betting  institution  in  this 
country.  I  do  not  see  why  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country  should  be  called  upon  to 
support  this  sport. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
attention  again  to  the  fact  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  really  receive  the  benefit  of  the 
program  in  this  field  are  those  who  raise 
the  horses.  This  applies  to  areas  as  di¬ 
verse  as  Warrenton  or  Middleburg  in 
Virginia;  various  areas  in  nearby  Mary¬ 
land,  large  parts  of  Kentucky  and  Flor¬ 
ida,  and  some  of  the  Far  Western  States. 
We  have  a  substantial  group  of  that 
kind  of  farmers  in  Florida  who  are  not 
the  ones  who  race  the  horses  at  all.  This 
is  a  large  industry  which  has  not  had 
any  recognition  at  all.  We  are  suggest¬ 
ing  that  this  $100,000  be  taken  to  con¬ 
ference  and  we  will  then  see  what  can 
be  worked  out. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Laying  aside  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  gambling  or  horse  racing,  it  has 
been  my  observation  that  the  people 
who  raise  this  blood  stock,  one,  are  not 
poor  and,  two,  in  many  instances  these 
operations  are  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
reduction  from  their  income  tax. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Has  the  Senator  con¬ 
cluded? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  do  not  see  any  reason 
why  they  need  this  support. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  this  ques¬ 
tion  :  Does  this  amendment,  proposed  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Kentucky,  apply 
only  to  race  horses  or  quarter  horses  or 
thoroughbreds?  Does  it  apply  to  the 
Morgan  horse,  which  is  used  by  the 
thousands  in  the  camps  around  this 
country  for  boys  and  girls?  Does  it  just 
apply  to  race  horses? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  applies  to  all  the 
raising  of  horses  for  human  use,  except 
for  the  plow  horses  and  that  kind.  It  cov¬ 
ers  many  more — Morgan  horses  and 
quarter  horses  and  horses  of  that  kind 
that  are  individually  owned  and  that  can 
be  seen  at  the  great  hunts  at  Warrenton 
and  Middleburg  and  over  in  Maryland 
and  in  many  other  parts  of  the  country. 
It  applies  more  to  them,  of  course,  than 
to  racing  horses. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  like  to  say  some¬ 
thing  in  behalf  of  the  Morgan  horse.  I 
know  that  the  Morgan  horse  never  con¬ 
tributes  to  sin  of  any  kind. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
this  is  the  Trojan  horse.  This  is  the 
amendment  of  the  Trojan  horse. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  would  like  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

I  offered  this  amendment  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  and  on  behalf  of  my  colleague, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook),  who  is  absent  on  official  business. 
I  am  informed  that  if  his  amendment 
is  accepted  it  would  provide  $100,000 


for  medical  research  on  horses  of  all 
types  and  categories.  It  is  estimated  that 
there  are  7  million  horses  in  the  United 
States,  representing  a  $12  billion  in¬ 
dustry.  Because  I  ccme  from  Kentucky, 
someone  will  say,  “Well,  you  are  offering 
an  amendment  for  the  racetracks,  for 
thoroughbred  race  horses.”  I  have  no 
doubt  that  these  owners,  as  all  horse 
owners  would,  have  an  interest  in  this 
amendment.  But  I  can  say  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  not  a  single  one  from  my 
State  has  talked  to  me  about  this  and  no 
one  else  has,  except  staff  members  of  Sen¬ 
ator  Cook’s  office.  But  I  know  enough 
about  the  horse  business  to  understand 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Can  the  Senator  tell 
me  how  many  farmers  who  have  horses 
came  before  the  committee  and  how 
many  sportsmen  who  have  racehorses 
came  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Ninety-five  percent  of 
the  horses  in  this  country  are  owned  by 
families. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  No,  no;  I  mean  those 
who  testified  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  wish  the  chairman 
would  tell  us  whether  they  were  sports¬ 
men  or  farmers. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  think  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  that  I  place  upon  this  amendment 
should  have  a  bearing  as  to  whether  it 
applies  to  medical  research  for  racing 
horses  only  or  for  all  categories  of  horses. 
I  am  interpreting  his  amendment  in  the 
way  in  which  it  was  given  me  by  my 
colleague,  Senator  Cook. 

I  am  informed  that  the  medical  re¬ 
search  program  funded  by  his  amend¬ 
ment  would  apply  to  the  entire  horse 
industry.  If  I  am  wrong,  the  members 
of  the  committee  now  in  the  Chamber 
can  correct  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes  and  then  I  shall  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings)  .  The  Senator  from  Florida  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  testi¬ 
mony  on  this  subject  appears  on  page 
1373  of  part  2  of  the  hearings  of  our  com¬ 
mittee.  That  testimony  shows  that  the 
industry  they  are  talking  about  covers  all 
horses  and  that  it  is  a  $12  billion  indus¬ 
try  dealing  with  over  7  million  horses 
and  approximately  500,000  people  at  the 
present  time.  I  quote  now  from  that 
testimony: 

We  have  about  225,000  4-H  horse  projects 
in  the  United  States.  This  is  only  a  small  part 
of  the  total  youth  horse  programs. 

The  4-H  programs,  as  Senators  know, 
are  administered  through  the  Extension 
Service  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  extension  services  in  the  various 
States. 

Speaking  now  only  of  the  4-H  activ¬ 
ities  : 

They  anticipate  this  amount  'will  go  to 
500,000  horses  within  the  next  ten  years. 

That  should  answer,  in  large  part,  the 
question  of  my  good  friend  from  Rhode 
Island. 
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Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  now  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Metcalf) 
for  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  matter  which  I  have  brought  before  the 
Senate  many  times.  During  consideration 
of  the  tax  bill,  I  called  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  the  outrageous  subsidies  we 
are  paying  to  nonagricultural  people, 
such  as  the  horse  people,  in  order  to  per¬ 
mit  them  to  continue  to  operate  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  tax  benefits.  But,  on  top  of  that, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  is  going  to  give 
them  $100,000  for  research.  He  talks 
about  ponies  and  horses  for  work  pur¬ 
poses,  and  so  forth,  but  this  is  research 
for  racehorses.  This  is  research  for 
quarterhorses.  This  is  research  for  the 
people,  as  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
pointed  out,  who  enjoy  high  incomes  and 
are  taking  a  subsidy  and  are  also  taking 
a  deduction  from  their  incomes  in  order 
to  rim  their  hobby  farms. 

If  anyone  came  to  me  and  said,  “Well, 
let  us  have  a  research  program  for  fight¬ 
ing  cocks,”  that  might  be  justified  because 
we  do  not  have  very  many  hobby  farms 
for  fighting  cocks.  But  we  do  have  an 
outrageous  situation  so  far  as  horserac¬ 
ing  is  concerned.  All  we  have  to  do  is 
look  at  the  sports  pages  of  a  newspaper 
every  day  and  we  can  read  where  some 
racehorse  has  been  retired  to  stud  by 
a  million-dollar  corporation. 

We  do  not  need  to  help  those  people 
with  a  $100,000  research  bonus. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  read  additional  excerpts  from  the 
testimony. 

There  are  presently  three  equine  re¬ 
search  projects  now  underway.  They  are 
research  on  piroplasmosis,  which  deals 
with  the  infection  of  the  blood  which  is 
carried  by  ticks,  research  on  equine 
anemia  in  an  attempt  to  determine  what 
causes  that  disease  and  research  on  Afri¬ 
can  horse  sickness  which  is  carried  on 
at  Plum  Island,  N.Y.  When  we  started 
this  research  some  time  ago,  no  one  here 
seemed  to  have  any  objection  to  trying 
to  save  the  horses  of  this  country. 

The  point  I  want  to  make,  though,  is 
that  the  horse  owners  have  created  a 
foundation  of  their  own,  the  Grayson 
Foundation  in  Lexington,  Ky.,  which 
spent  since  1957,  $1,900,00  in  grants  to 
various  colleges  for  research  on  the 
horse,  the  Morris  Foundation  of  Den¬ 
ver,  Colo.,  has  spent  $580,000.  There  are 
also  other  industry  groups  who  have  con¬ 
tributed  to  research  in  this  field. 

This  matter  is  not  sponsored  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  but  it  does  relate  to  a  large 
industry,  and  one  which  we  think  is  en¬ 
titled  to  a  little  bit  of  help  in  trying  to 
reduce  their  heavy  losses. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
pose  on  any  subject  of  this  kind  we  can 
point  to  abuses  and  point  to  things  which 
are  not  particularly  savory  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  there  are  many  aspects  of 
the  horse  industry  which  are  not  only 
respectable  but  highly  desirable. 


I  know  of  no  one  who  would  want  to 
deny  support  for  over  200,000  boys  and 
girls  who  engage  in  225,000  4-H  horse 
projects  which  now  exist,  or  object  to 
the  idea  of  having  a  less  disease-ridden 
horse  population  in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  estimated  that  the 
annual  losses  from  horse  diseases  is  over 
$525  million.  These  losses  are  shared  by 
people  who  are  not  tax  dodgers,  they  are 
not  people  trying  to  swell  their  losses  so 
that  they  can  make  further  deductions 
from  their  income  tax.  This  is  not  just 
confined  to  horse  racing.  There  are  thou¬ 
sands  of  riding  clubs  in  the  country  who 
would  benefit.  I  shall  not  take  the  time 
of  the  Senate  to  describe  the  items  of 
justification  made  during  the  course  of 
the  hearing.  I  do  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  pages  89 
to  92  of  the  memorandum  which  was 
submitted  to  us  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee  dealing  with  this  particular 
subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Justification  of  Horse  Research 

Senator  Smathers.  We  feel  we  are  justified 
in  asking  for  Federal  money  for  research 
on  horses  for  two  reasons.  One  is  the  impact 
that  the  horse  industry  has  on  the  economy 
of  the  country.  We  are  talking  about  a  $12 
billion  industry  dealing  with  over  7  million 
horses,  and  with  approximately  500,000  peo¬ 
ple.  We  have,  in  addition,  the  effect  that 
horses  have  on  the  social  life  of  our  country. 
When  I  speak  of  "the  social  life,”  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  families  and  children,  the  4-H, 
the  future  farmers,  and  those  types  of  people 
who  have  gotten  very  much  involved  with 
horses. 

At  the  present  time,  we  have  about  225,000 
4-H  horse  projects  throughout  the  United 
States  and  this  is  only  a  small  part  of  the 
total  youth  horse  program.  The  4-H  pro¬ 
grams,  as  you  know,  are  administered 
through  the  Extension  Service  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  Extension  services 
in  the  various  States.  They  anticipate  this 
amount. will  go  to  500,000  within  the  next 
10  years. 

WHY  IS  RESEARCH  NEEDED? 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  horse 
industry,  as  such  does  not  enjoy  any  price 
supports  or  subsidies  from  the  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment.  Yet  the  horse  owner  and  breeder 
like  every  other  farmer  in  America  has  borne 
the  brunt  of  skyrocketing  costs.  One  of  these 
costs  is  his  annual  losses  from  horse  disease 
and  from  problems  of  nutrition  and  repro¬ 
duction. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  annual  losses  from 
horse  diseases  is  over  $525  million.  Yet  less 
than  $1  million  is  now  being  expended  on 
the  research  of  horse  diseases.  This  Research- 
Loss  ratio  of  1  to  525  is  totally  inadequate. 
With  increased  research,  these  losses  could 
be  reduced. 

Putting  it  another  way  It  is  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  that  there  is  an  annual  loss  from  dis¬ 
ease  in  any  breed  of  animals  approximating 
10  to  15  percent  of  the  total  value  of  that 
livestock  population.  Our  best  estimates  the 
value  of  the  horse  population  in  the  United 
States  is  $3*4  billion.  There  is  approximately 
$1  million  presently  being  spent  annually  in 
horse  research  by  government  and  private 
agencies.  Thus,  the  annual  amount  spent  in 
horse  medical  research  is  an  appalling  2 
tenths  of  one  percent  of  the  losses  each  year. 

It  is  not  only  the  rapid  growth  in  numbers 
of  horses  that  has  intensified  the  need  for 
medical  research  but  the  problem  is  further 
complicated  and  the  dangers  increased  by 
the  extensive  movement  of  horses  nationally 
and  internationally. 
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HOW  MUCH  RESEARCH  IS  BEING  DONE  TODAY 
AND  BY  WHOM? 

During  the  period  of  1965-69,  estimates  by 
the  Morris  Animal  Foundation  show  that  the 
following  amounts  were  spent  by  all  sources 
on  medical  equine  research: 

Total  spent  by  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  - $1,370,000 

Total  spent  by  State  govern¬ 
ments  _ 1_  1,  700,  000 

Total  spent  by  private  sources 
(individuals,  breed  associations, 
corporations  and  foundations)  _  1,  630,  000 

The  total  amount  spent  over  the  5  year 
period  amounts  to  about  $4,700,000,  or  only 
about  $940,000  annually.  This  is  an  insig¬ 
nificant  amount  in  relationship  to  the  need. 

By  the  Federal  Government 
Research  in  horse  diseases  by  the  Federal 
Government  is  being  conducted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  the  Animal  Dis¬ 
ease  and  Parasite  Research  Division  of  the 
Agriculture  Research  Service.  Primarily,  this 
research  relates  to  two  diseases — piroplas¬ 
mosis  and  equine  infectious  anemia. 

Equine  piroplasmosis  is  a  malaria  type 
blood  disease  which  originally  showed  up  in 
this  country  in  1963.  This  is  one  of  the  most 
decimating  of  diseases  and  is  highly  con¬ 
tagious  with  horses.  This  research  has  been 
carried  out  by  the  Beltsville  Parasitological 
Laboratory  and  by  contract  with  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Florida  and  the  University  of  Ken¬ 
tucky.  According  to  the  information  we  were 
able  to  obtain  the  combined  funds  expended 
on  this  research  totalled  about  $278,700  dur¬ 
ing  1968  and  1969;  $174,900  is  budgeted  in 
the  fiscal  year  ended  1970. 

Progress  is  being  made  in  the  control  of 
piroplasmosis  and  recent  breakthroughs  have 
been  made  for  the  diagnostic  test  for  the  car¬ 
rier  animal.  Needless  to  say,  the  research  of 
this  disease  must  be  continued. 

Equine  infectious  anemia,  (swamp  fever) 
is  another  serious  contagious  disease.  Re¬ 
search  of  this  disease  has  been  conducted  by 
the  National  Animal  Disease  Laboratory  and 
through  cooperative  agreements  with  Louisi¬ 
ana  State  University,  Texas  A  &  M  and  Wash¬ 
ington  State.  It  is  our  understanding  that 
total  funds  expended  on  this  research  dur¬ 
ing  the  1967-1969  period  amounted  to  approx¬ 
imately  $609,000;  $215,000  is  budgeted  in  the 
fiscal  year  ended  1970. 

Equine  infectious  anemia  is  caused  by  a 
virus  unlike  other  viruses.  Research  progress 
is  slow.  Although  progress  has  been  made, 
there  is  much  research  to  be  done  and  it  is 
essential  that  this  program  be  continued. 

African  horse  sickness  has  been  researched 
by  the  Agriculture  Research  Service  Exotic 
Disease  Laboratory  at  Plum  Island.  This  dis¬ 
ease  has  not  thus  far  been  found  in  the 
United  States.  Only  a  small  amount  of  funds 
are  now  being  expended  to  keep  previous  re¬ 
search  up  to  date. 

By  private  organizations 
There  are  two  organized  and  well-qualified 
equine  research  foundations  coordinating  and 
allocating  funds  secured  from  individuals 
and  the  breed  organizations  to  perform  re¬ 
search  on  the  horse.  One  is  the  Grayson 
Foundation  of  Lexington,  Kentucky.  Since 
1957,  this  foundation  has  expended  over 
$1,900,000  in  grants  to  various  colleges  for 
research  in  the  horse. 

The  other  foundation  is  the  Morris  Ani¬ 
mal  Foundation  of  Denver,  Colorado.  Since 
1950,  it  has  administered  research  funds  to 
horse  projects  approximating  $580,000. 

The  California  Thoroughbread  Breeders 
Foundation  recently  spent  over  $35,000  at 
the  University  of  California  at  Davis  in 
various  areas  of  horse  research. 

The  American  Quarter  Horse  Association, 
the  largest  breed  association  In  the  United 
States,  has  spent  some  $600,000  in  equine 
research  since  1960  in  areas  of  Infectious 
diseases,  nutrition  and  control  of  parasites. 
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WHAT  RESEARCH  IS  NEEDED? 

Medical  Equine  research  falls  into  two 
broad  categories — horse  diseases  and  horse 
husbandry.  Research  is  urgently  needed  in 
both  of  these  categories. 

Disease  research 

The  diseases  which  cause  losses  to  the 
horse  population  fall  into  two  general 
classes — those  caused  by  parasites  and  those 
caused  by  bacteria  and  viruses. 

Parasitic  diseases  are  probably  responsible 
for  about  30  to  40  percent  of  the  losses  to 
the  horse  population  each  year.  Yet,  other 
than  piroplasmosis  research  there  is  now  no 
research  being  done  in  this  area  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  little  is  being  done 
by  anyone  else.  Research  on  helminths 
(worms)  is  particularly  needed. 

The  Beltsville  Parasitological  Laboratory 
of  the  Animal  Disease  and  Parasite  Research 
Division,  is  a  well  suited,  established,  loca¬ 
tion  for  the  needed  increase  in  research  of 
parasitological  horse  diseases.  It  has  a  highly 
qualified  staff. 

Bacteria  and  virus  diseases. — Horse  dis¬ 
eases  caused  by  bacteria  and  viruses  are  pri¬ 
marily  respiratory  diseases  or  reproductive 
diseases.  The  reproductive  diseases  which 
cause  abortion  are  very  costly  to  the  horse¬ 
men. 

The  only  research  by  -the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  the  field  of  diseases  caused 
by  bacteria  and  viruses  is  the  research  in 
equine  infectious  anemia.  Other  diseases 
are  in  drastic  need  of  research.  The  Animal 
Disease  and  Parasite  Research  Division  is 
well  equipped  to  commence  such  research  in 
its  own  facilities  and  through  cooperative 
agreements  with  colleges  and  universities. 

Husbandry  research 

Horse  husbandry  research  includes  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  more  productive  adaptable 
breeds  and  types  of  horses  for  specific  use 
purposes,  nutritional  requirements  related 
to  feed  supplies,  ration  compounding,  feed 
mobilization  and  transportation,  incidence 
of  indigestion,  improved  reproduction  and 
application  of  artificial  insemination,  dis¬ 
position  and  performance  related  to  specific 
needs,  and  reduction  of  unsoundness. 

Improved  reproduction  performance. — The 
fact  that  y2  of  the  mares  bred  each  year 
fail  to  deliver  a  foal  greatly  contributes  to 
the  losses  of  the  industry  and  accounts  for 
the  limited  supply  of  desirable  horses  and 
their  cost.  Very  little  information  is  avail¬ 
able  on  the  many  causes  of  reproduction 
failure;  even  less  information  is  available  on 
how  to  eliminate  the  cause. 

The  feeds  and  feeding  of  light  horses. — 
As  with  other  classes  of  livestock,  feed  is  the 
most  costly  item  in  maintaining  of  a  horse. 
If  feed  costs  could  be  reduced  without  any 
loss  in  nutritional  levels,  the  value  to  the 
industry  would  be  substantial.  Also  feeds 
need  to  be  improved  to  minimize  the  char¬ 
acteristic  problems  of  digestive  disturbances, 
colic,  and  founder.  Numerous  questions  re¬ 
garding  feeds  remain  unanswered — questions 
such  as:  what  is  the  value  of  feed  additives, 
antibiotics,  and  vitamin  supplements;  can 
nutritional  rationing  improve  disposition 
and  performance;  and  what  is  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  feeding  and  management  to  injury 
and  unsoundness? 

Development  of  more  productive  and 
adaptable  horses. — Performance  in  a  horse 
means  a  number  of  different  things — speed 
in  the  race  horse,  endurance  and  maneuver¬ 
ability  in  the  cattle  and  rodeo  horse,  disposi¬ 
tion  and  dependability  in  the  trail  horse. 

It  appears  that  performance  measurement 
indices  are  empirical  and  not  well  developed 
or  practical  in  a  large  segment  of  the  horse 
industry. 

Measurement  of  performance  criteria  is  the 
basis  of  genetic  improvement  and  selection 
for  desirable  traits.  In  order  for  breeders  and 


associations  to  make  more  progress  they  need 
reliable  information  to  measure  performance, 
Inheritability  of  traits  such  as  disposition 
and  unsoundness,  and  recommendations  on 
selection  and  breeding  systems. 

Horse  Management. — This  area  includes 
reproduction  and  development  of  more  pro¬ 
ductive  adaptable  horses  which  were  discus¬ 
sed  above.  It  also  includes  such  items  as 
housing,  training,  avoidance  of  disease  and 
unsoundness,  equipment  for  both  the  horse 
and  the  rider  and  horsemanship.  New  in¬ 
formation  is  needed  in  this  area.  It  would 
be  particularly  valuable  to  those  187,000 
young  boys  and  birls  who  are  now  participat¬ 
ing  in  4-H  projects.  Such  research  might 
make  it  possible  for  thousands  of  additional 
youngsters  to  be  able  to  enjoy  and  afford 
the  pleasure  of  owning  a  horse. 

Minimum  funds  required 
In  order  to  meet  the  minimum  research 
needs  for  horse  diseases,  a  total  of  7  science 
man-years  should  be  added  to  the  Federal 
Research  program.  This  is  in  addition  to  the 
continuation  of  the  $390,600  for  equine  in¬ 
fectious  anemia  and  piroplasmosis  research. 
These  7  additional  science  man-years  are 
essential  for  research  in  the  following  areas: 

Science 

man-years 


1.  New  research  in  parasitic  diseases _  2 

2.  New  research  in  respiratory  diseases —  2 

3.  New  research  in  reproduction  diseases  2 

4.  New  research  in  arteritis _  1 


Total  _  7 


In  order  to  meet  the  very  minimum  re¬ 
search  needs  in  the  area  of  horse  husbandry, 
4  science  man-years  are  needed.  The  Animal 
Husbandry  Division  of  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  had  indicated  that  twice  this 
number  are  really  needed  to  meet  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

Our  total  request  for,  medical  equine  re¬ 
search  or  diseases  and  husbandry  amounts  to 
$1,270,000.  This  is  based  on  $80,000  as  the  cost 
of  a  science  man-year.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$80,000  over  the  amount  currently  budgeted. 

This  is  a  minimum  request  since  twice 
that  amount  is  really  needed  and  could  be 
effectively  used.  We  believe  that  such  a  re¬ 
quest  is  appropriate  for  an  industry  that 
contributes  $12  billion  to  our  gross  national 
product  and  more  than  $450  million  to  State 
and  local  governments  through  real  estate 
and  parimutuel  revenues. 

With  current  annual  losses  from  horse  dis¬ 
ease  costing  the  industry  $525  million,  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  $880,000  increased  appropriation  is 
a  sound  investment  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  If  we  could  cut  those  losses  by  a  frac¬ 
tion  of  1  percent,  the  Federal  Government 
would  more  than  recoup  this  requested  ap¬ 
propriation  in  increased  tax  revenues. 

We  also  request  the  Committee  to  recom¬ 
mend  that  a  significantly  larger  percentage 
of  Hatch  Act  funds  and  competitive  grants 
be  designed  for  horse  research.  This  year  only 
$159,708  of  the  $55  million  Hatch  Act  ap¬ 
propriation  is  being  spent  on  Federal-State 
cooperative  projects  in  horse  research. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
lings)  .  Do  all  Senators  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  their  time? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  now  been  yielded 
back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Cook)  . 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 


have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr.  Cook)  . 
If  he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  “yea”;  if  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  “nay.”  I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  (Mr.  Dodd),  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  (Mr.  Eastland),  the  Senator 
from  Temiessee  (Mr.  Gore),  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hartke)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Kennedy)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Washington  (Mr.  Mag- 
nuson),  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
(Mr.  McCarthy)  ,  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  (Mr.  Russell)  ,  and  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel),  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan) 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson)  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker)  , 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  California  (Mr. 
Murphy)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook),  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mrs.  Smith)  are  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower) 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis),  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  pair  cf  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  (Mr.  Cook)  has  been  previously 
announced. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  (Mrs.  Smith)  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  (Mr.  Murphy)  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Texas  (Mr.  Tower)  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  "yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  38,  as  follows: 

[No.  229  Leg.] 


YEAS— 40 


Allen 

Fong 

Pearson 

Allott 

Gurney 

Randolph 

Anderson 

Hansen 

Saxbe 

Bayh 

Harris 

Scott 

Bellraon 

Hart 

Sparkman 

Bible 

Hatfield 

Spong 

Boggs 

Holland 

Stennis 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Tydings 

Case 

Long 

Williams,  N.J. 

Cooper 

Mathias 

Yarborough 

Dole 

McGovern 

Young,  N,  Dak. 

Ellender 

Fannin 

Montoya 

Packwood 
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Aiken 

Bennett 

Brooke 

Burdick 

Cannon 

Church 

Cotton 

Cranston 

Dominick 

Eagleton 

Ervin 

Fulbright 

Goldwater 


NAYS— 38 


Goodell 

Hollings 

Hughes 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Mansfield 

McClellan 

McIntyre 

Metcalf 

Miller 

Mondale 

Moss 


Muskie 

Nelson 

Pastore 

Pell 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Ribicoff 

Schweiker 

Smith,  Ill. 

Talmadge 

Williams,  Del. 

Young,  Ohio 


PRESENT  AND  GIVING  A  LIVE  PAIR,  AS 
PREVIOUSLY  RECORDED — 1 


Griffin,  against. 


Baker 

Cook 

Curtis 

Dodd 

Eastland 

Gore 

Gravel 


NOT  VOTING — 21 


Hartke 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Kennedy 

Magnuson 

McCarthy 

McGee 

Mundt 


Murphy 

Percy 

Russell 

Smith,  Maine 

Stevens 

Symington 

Tower 


So  Mr.  Cook’s  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal¬ 
madge).  The  bill  is  open  to  further 
amendment.  If  there  be  no  further 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  of  the  amendments 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  17923)  was  read  the 
third  time. 

FUNDS  FOR  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  is  of 
great  significance  to  all  of  the  people  of 
the  Nation,  not  only  our  rural  citizens. 

There  are  some  programs  being  funded 
in  this  bill  which  will  have  their  most 
direct  impact  upon  rural  citizens  and 
rural  communities.  It  is  with  great  pleas¬ 
ure  that  I  call  the  attention  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  an  item  of  great  significance 
in  the  move  toward  rural  development. 

The  Appropriations  Committee,  on 
which  I  have  the  honor  of  serving,  has 
recommended  that  $10,400,000  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  budget  of  the  Cooperative 
Extension  Service.  These  funds  were  re¬ 
quested  in  order  to  conduct  extension  ac¬ 
tivities  for  State  and  multicounty  rural 
community  development. 

The  House  appropriations  bill  denied 
this  urgently  needed  money  to  the  Coop¬ 
erative  Extension  Service.  Our  subcom¬ 
mittee  recommended  that  half  of  the 
budget  request  be  granted,  which  would 
have  been  $5,200,000.  The  full  committee 
gave  further  consideration  to  the  need  to 
increase  our  efforts  in  rural  community 
development,  and  now  recommends  that 
the  full  request  for  $10,400,000  be  appro¬ 
priated. 

These  funds  will  be  used  for  additional 
Extension  Service  personnel  who  will 
help  rural  communities  with  their  de¬ 
velopment  programs  and  assist  in  the 
initiation  of  imaginative  programs.  The 
Cooperative  Extension  Service  already 
has  done  extensive  work  and  has  pro¬ 
vided  leadership  in  organizing  USDA 


committees  at  the  State,  district,  and 
county  levels. 

The  additional  personnel  are  needed 
to  support  the  work  of  these  committees. 

Because  it  is  so  important  to  our  Na¬ 
tion  that  our  rural  areas  be  strong  and 
vital,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support 
this  appropriation  of  $10.2  million  for 
our  Cooperative  Extension  Service.  It  is 
also  my  hope  that  when  this  bill  is  in 
conference,  that  we  stand  firmly  behind 
this  appropriation  for  rural  community 
development. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  AND  TELEPHONE  LOANS 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  his  great  knowledge,  dedica¬ 
tion,  and  concern  for  the  needs  of  our 
rural  citizens.  He  has  provided  outstand¬ 
ing  leadership  to  those  of  us  on  his  sub¬ 
committee  and  on  the  full  committee. 

It  gives  me  great  pleasure  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recomendation  for  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  and  rural  telephone  loans.  In  this 
area,  the  committee  has  demonstrated 
great  foresight  and  judgment  in  provid¬ 
ing  adequate  loan  funds  for  these  pro¬ 
grams.  Wtihout  adequate  communication 
facilities  and  without  adequate  electrical 
power,  we  cannot  make  true  progress 
toward  rural  development. 

The  committee  recommendation  for 
loan  authorization  for  electrification 
loans  is  $352,000  in  new  obligational  au¬ 
thority.  This  amount,  combined  with 
carryovers  will  provide  an  electrification 
loan  level  of  $375  million  in  fiscal  year 
1971. 

This  is  a  modest  increase,  but  a  much 
needed  one.  The  increase  is  $30  million 
over  the  budget  request  and  the  House 
recommendation. 

The  committee  also  recommends  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  loan  authority  for  tele¬ 
phone  loans.  The  amount  of  obligational 
authority  provided  is  $138,800.  Combined 
with  the  carryover  from  this  year,  this 
will  provide  for  a  program  level  of  $140 
million  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

This  represents  a  $15  million  increase 
over  the  budget  proposal  and  the  House 
bill. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  the 
committee’s  recommendations  on  these 
important  programs. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  for  their  outstanding  work 
on  this  bill.  The  committee  has  re¬ 
stored  such  items  as  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  and  has  strength¬ 
ened  programs  under  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  which  are  so  important  to 
the  preservation  of  our  soil  and  water 
resources. 

The  President  in  his  1971  budget  rec¬ 
ommended  the  discontinuation  of  the 
agricultural  conservation  program.  The 
Senate  bill  recommended  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $190  million.  This  is  somewhat 
below  the  figure  adopted  by  the  House, 
and  I  would  hope  in  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  House  figure  will  be 
adopted. 

Under  the  soil  conservation  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  the  continua¬ 


July  9 ,  1970 

tion  of  a  water  upstream  flood  control 
program  under  Public  Law  566,  a  bill 
which  has  meant  so  much  to  flood  pro¬ 
tection  and  soil  and  water  conservation 
in  the  past  few  years.  For  watershed 
planning  the  Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mended  the  appropriation  of  $5,434,000 
which  was  somewhat  below  the  figure 
recommended  by  the  House.  For  water¬ 
shed  works  of  improvement  the  Senate 
committee  recommended  $76  million, 
which  was  $2,278,000  more  than  that  re¬ 
quested  by  the  House.  For  flood  preven¬ 
tion  the  Senate  bill  requested  the  same 
amount  as  the  House — $21,037,000.  It 
is  my  hope  that  during  consideration  by 
the  conference  committee  that  the  max¬ 
imum  amounts  will  be  approved  for  these 
three  programs  under  the  SCS. 

I  strongly  support  these  actions  of  the 
committee,  and  I  further  support  the 
increase  recommended  for  loans  under 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion.  For  REA  loans  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  recommended  the  appropriation  of 
$352  million,  which  was  $30  million  more 
than  that  requested  by  the  House  com¬ 
mittee.  Once  again,  I  am  hopeful  that 
this  figure  as  recommended  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  adopted  by  the  conference 
committee.  With  the  power  crisis  facing 
the  country  I  feel  it  is  imperative  that 
we  continue  and  strengthen  this  program 
at  least  by  the  minimal  increase  suggest¬ 
ed  by  the  Senate  in  this  bill. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  today 
marks  the  milestone  for  the  children  of 
America.  Today  we  can  turn  rhetoric  to 
reality.  For  years  we  have  promised  to 
provide  needy  children  with  school 
lunches,  but  have  done  all  too  little  to 
provide  the  funds  necessary  to  pay  for 
them. 

In  1962,  I  first  realized  the  full  ex¬ 
tent  of  these  broken  promises  in  my  own 
State  of  Michigan  where  only  a  small 
fraction  of  the  needy  children  in  Detroit 
were  receiving  free  or  reduced  price 
lunches.  Privileged  as  I  was  at  that  time 
to  serve  on  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  I  saw  that  the  prob¬ 
lem  in  Michigan  was  typical  of  the  Na¬ 
tion — the  lunch  program  was  not  feed¬ 
ing  the  neediest  of  our  children. 

At  the  time  I  entered  the  school  lunch 
fight,  in  1962,  section  11  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  which  authorizes  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  needy 
children  was  enacted.  But  Congress  pro¬ 
vided  no  funds  under  this  authority. 

It  was  not  until  1965  that  we  first 
obtained  funds  under  this  section — $2 
million.  A  small  sum  but  nonetheless  the 
first  money  ever  appropriated.  This  was 
our  first  real  victory— more  meaningful 
perhaps  as  a  symbolic  “breakthrough" 
than  in  its  actual  accomplishment. 

Over  the  last  5  years  section  11  funding 
grew  slowly,  as  it  became  apparent  that 
not  only  money  but  legislative  reform 
was  needed  if  the  promise  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  to  “supply 
lunches  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost 
to  al  children  unable  to  pay”  was  to 
become  a  reality. 

This  year  under  the  leadership  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Select 
Committee  on  Nutrition  and  Human 
Needs,  the  junior  Senator  from  South 
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Dakota,  and  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Georgia,  Congress  enacted 
legislation  that  with  full  funding  should 
provide  the  framework  to  make  good  the 
promises  of  the  past,  and  on  May  14, 
President  Nixon  signed  the  new  bill  into 
law. 

At  the  time  of  the  debate  on  that  bill 
I  argued  that  a  great  deal  more  money 
was  needed  than  the  $200  million  the 
administration  had  requested  for  free 
and  reduced  price  meals  if  this  new  bill 
was  to  be  more  than  the  empty  promises 
of  the  past.  I  am  pleased  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  come  to  realize  this  as 
evidenced  by  their  recent  request  for  an 
additional  $217  million  for  the  national 
school  lunch  program. 

While  this  may  prove  to  be  less  than 
is  needed  to  bring  every  needy  child  the 
meal  that  Public  Law  91-248  guarantees, 
it  is  a  more  encouraging  step.  This  is 
especially  true  since  the  reports  of  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  demonstrate  Congress’ 
commitment  to  adequate  funding  of  our 
child  nutrition  programs  by  encouraging 
the  administration  to  come  back  with 
supplemental  requests  should  appropria¬ 
tions  be  insufficient  to  achieve  the  goals 
of  the  new  law. 

While  I  doubt  that  there  will  be  need 
for  more  money  this  year,  since  many 
schools  will  not,  in  fact,  have  time  to 
gear  up  to  bring  meals  to  every  child, 
next  year  will  be  a  different  story.  As  the 
analysis  that  I  offer  for  the  record 
points  out,  there  is  a  potential  $90  mil¬ 
lion  deficit  which  will  probably  not  be 
realized  this  year,  but  will  have  to  be 
dealt  with  next  year. 

At  that  time,  I  believe,  based  on  recent 
events,  we  will  all  be  ready  to  go  the  rest 
of  the  way  to  feeding  all  of  America’s 
schoolchildren. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  there  be  inserted  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  an  analysis  of  the  cost  of 
complying  with  Public  Law  91-248. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Cost  of  Complying  With  Public  Law 

91-248  and  the  Extent  of  Available  Re¬ 
sources 

The  following  is  a  statistical  analysis,  based 
on  Bureau  of  the  Census  and  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation  data,  of  the  cost  of  complying  with  the 
free  and  reduced  price  lunch  requirements 
contained  in  Public  Law  91-248  as  signed  by 
the  President  on  May  14,  1970.  Those  re¬ 
quirements  would,  at  a  minimum,  compel 
those  school  districts  that  receive  cash  and/ 
or  commodities  from  the  Federal  government 
in  support  of  their  lunch  programs  to  serve 
a  free  or  reduced  price  lunch  to  every  child 
from  a  household  whose  annual  income  falls 
within  the  accepted  definition  of  “poverty.” 
The  neediest  of  this  group  are  to  receive  free 
meals.  Children  from  households  with  in¬ 
comes  above  the  poverty  line  would  still  be 
entitled  to  free  or  reduced  price  meals  if  their 
local  school  district  or  state  deemed  them  to 
be  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  meal. 

I.  THE  COST 

The  cost  of  providing  a  free  and  reduced 
price  lunch  throughout  the  school  year  to 
all  school  children  from  poverty  households 
depends  on  three  variables:  the  average  cost 
of  lunch;  the  total  number  of  lunches  to  be 
consumed  by  each  pupil  during  the  year; 
and  the  total  number  of  poor  children  to  be 
reached. 


(a)  The  average  cost  of  lunch :  Information 
released  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
April  reveals  that  the  average  nationwide 
cost  of  a  school  lunch  in  fiscal  year  1970  is 
estimated  to  be  62  cents,  up  2.8  cents  from 
fiscal  1969.  If  the  2.8  cent  cost  increase  (or 
5%  rise)  is  projected  to  the  following  fiscal 
year,  then  65  cents  should  represent  the  aver¬ 
age  cost  of  a  lunch  in  fiscal  1971.  Of  course, 
many  of  the  lunches  being  served  then  would 
be  meals  served  for  the  first  time  in  schools 
without  cafeterias,  which  might  mean  an 
even  higher  average  cost  because  of  resort 
to  the  potentially  more  expensive  methods  of 
central  or  satellite  kitchens  (high  labor 
costs)  and  outside  caterers  (high  profits) . 

(b)  The  annual  number  of  lunches  per 
pupil:  The  latest  available  data  from  the 
Office  of  Education  fix  163.5  as  the  average 
number  of  days  attended  per  pupil  enrolled 
in  all  schools  in  the  United  States  in  school 
year  1965-1966.  Digest  of  Educational  Sta¬ 
tistics  1969,  p.  24.  A  lunch  would  be  needed 
for  each  pupil  day  of  attendance. 

(c)  The  total  number  of  floor  children: 
According  to  Series  P-60,  No.  68,  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1969  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census 
Current  Population  Reports,  entitled  Poverty 
in  the  United  States:  1959  to  1968,  in  1968, 
there  were  10,739,000  individuals  under  18 
living  in  families  below  the  poverty  level  as 
revised  in  August,  1969  (nonfarm  family  of 
four — $3,553  annually;  farm — $3,034)  and 
that  there  were  608,000  unrelated  individuals 
over  14,  but  under  the  age  of  25,  who  were 
below  the  poverty  level.  The  target  group 
bridges  ages  5  through  17.  Thus,  13/18th  of 
10,739,000  and  4/llth  of  608,000  or  approxi¬ 
mately  7,977,000  represents  the  baseline 
group  of  school-age  children  from  house¬ 
holds  below  the  poverty  level. 

There  are  three  adjustments  that  should 
be  made  to  this  figure  to  derive  the  school- 
attending  children  from  households  below 
the  poverty  level  as  of  school  year  1970-71. 

First,  it  is  necessary  to  make  an  upward 
correction  to  provide  for  those  children  be¬ 
tween  the  current  $3,553  nonfarm  and  $3,034 
farm  poverty  lines  for  families  with  four 
members  and  the  comparable  $3,800/$3,200 
poverty  guidelines  that,  pursuant  to  the  Con¬ 
ference  Report  on  the  new  school  lunch  act, 
should  soon  be  promulgated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  govern  receipt  of  free  or  reduced  price 
lunches.  While  precise  data  is  not  obtainable, 
a  5%  add-on  seems  appropriate,  since,  in 
1968,  5%  of  all  poverty  families  had  an  in¬ 
come  deficit  of  $200  to  $300  between  their 
total  income  and  the  poverty  level.  This  cor¬ 
rection  would  necessitate  an  overall  adjust¬ 
ment  upward  to  8.4  million  children. 

Two  other  significant  adjustments  in¬ 
volve  program  timing  and  the  dropout 
phenomenon.  The  8.4  million  figure  fails  to 
take  into  account  the  fact  that  the  poverty 
lunch  standard  will  be  implemented  in  school 
year  1970-71  and  beyond,  not  1968.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  family  members  under  18  from  fami¬ 
lies  below  the  poverty  level  has  declined  by 
an  average  of  647,000  over  the  past  ten  years 
and  990,000  during  the  last  five.  The  poor 
unrelated  individuals  14  to  25  have  increased 
by  an  average  of  10,000  and  27,000,  respec¬ 
tively,  over  the  same  period.  It  is  doubtful 
that  the  same  high  rates  of  decline  for  fam¬ 
ily  members  should  be  projected  forward 
from  1968  to  1970-71  because  of  the  increas¬ 
ing  rate  of  unemployment  (5.0%).  None¬ 
theless,  it  must  be  noted  that  in  1964  that 
rate  never  slipped  below  a  5.2%  annual  aver¬ 
age,  while  the  children  poverty  decline  was 
1.35  million.  Further,  the  Department  of 
Labor,  in  calculating  the  impact  of  increased 
unemployment  on  family  assistance  costs 
has  determined  that  "although  unemploy¬ 
ment  almost  always  results  in  some  loss  of 
income  to  the  individual  worker  and  his 
family,  in  only  rare  instances  does  it  drive 
family  income  below  the  poverty  line.”  If  the 
decline  rate  is  adjusted  moderately  down¬ 
ward  to  approximately  400,000  (when  unem¬ 


ployment  exceed  5.2  and  even  6%,  from  1960 
to  1964  it  averaged  388,000)  and  if  this  rate 
of  decrease  is  limited  by  13/18th  to  children 
of  school  age,  then  the  number  of  schoolage 
children  in  poverty  in  1970-71  would  be  ap¬ 
proximately  7.825  million.  By  the  end  of 
1971,  the  figure  should  be  closer  to  7.54  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  final  adjustment  involves  school  drop¬ 
outs — those  children  of  school  age  who,  for 
various  reasons,  fail  to  attend  school.  The 
current  count  is  approximately  750,000,  the 
vast  majority  (two-thirds)  assuredly  in  the 
poverty  category.  Again,  a  drop  in  the  target 
population  to  no  more  than  7.325  million  in 
1970  and  in  the  vicinity  of  7  million  by  the 
end  of  1971,  with  7.25  million  a  reasonable 
school  year  average-.  In  fact,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  own  estimate  of  needy 
pupils  at  6.6  million  derives  from  their  cal¬ 
culation  that  7.3  million  children  should  be 
served,  but.  only  163.5  times  a  year.  Over  the 
course  of  the  full  school  year  of  180  days, 
this  means  that  6.6  million  free  or  reduced 
price  lunches  would  be  required  daily. 

The  arithmetic  for  7.25  million  pupils 
yields  an  annual  cost  for  fiscal  year  1971 
(school  year  1970-71)  of  $770.5  million 
($106.28  per  pupil  per  year  or  163.5  x  $.65). 

This  cost  represents  the  bare  minimum 
compelled  by  the  provisions  added  by  the 
1970  law.  The  1946  law  itself  requires  addi¬ 
tional  expenditures  if  a  child  is  “unable  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch”  even  if  his 
family’s  income  exceeds  the  poverty  level. 
The  determination  of  that  inability  is  up 
to  local  school  authorities  who  can  set  their 
own  guidelines  higher  than  poverty.  This 
has  already  happened  and  will  continue  to 
happen  in  major  urban  centers  like  New 
York.  The  impact  of  this  on  the  cost  of 
producing  free  and  reduced  price  lunches  is 
uncertain,  but,  for  every  1  million  additional 
eligible  pupils,  the  total  cost  to  be  met  would 
rise  by  $106  million. 

n.  FUNDING  SOURCES 

The  various  available  funding  sources 
must  be  arranged  against  this  projected 
overall  free  and  reduced  price  lunch  outlay. 

(a)  Department  of  Agriculture:  The  best 
estimate  of  the  Department’s  overall  input 
into  free  and  reduced  price  lunches  in  fiscal 
year  1971  in  the  form  of  cash  and  commodi¬ 
ties  is  approximately  $490  million.  That  in¬ 
put  consists  of  89%  in  cash  and  11%  in 
commodities.  The  cash  amount  flows  from 
$356  million  in  specifically  appropriate  funds 
under  Section  11  ($200  million),  Section  32 
($4.3  million),  and  special  Section  32  ($151.7 
million).  In  addition,  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches  receive  $61.3  million  out  of  the  $224 
million  Section  4  pot.  The  calculation  of 
this  contribution  to  the  free  and  reduced 
price  lunch  bill  is  based  upon  the  fact  that 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches  are  expected 
to  constitute  1.2  billion  of  the  4.394  billion 
lunches  served  in  fiscal  year  1971  (6.6  mil¬ 
lion  children  of  the  24.4  million  participating 
each  of  180  school  days  or  7.3  million  chil¬ 
dren  for  163.5  days)  or  27.3%  of  all  lunches. 
Since  the  $224  million  in  Section  4  funds 
will  be  distributed  on  an  across-the-board 
basis,  27.3%  of  the  Section  4  funds  or  $61.3 
million  should  go  into  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches.  On  the  same  assumption,  some  $72.1 
million  of  the  $264.5  in  commodities  will  be 
used  in  free  or  reduced  price  lunches. 

(b)  Other  Federal  funds:  Other  Federal 
agencies  have  provided  support  in  the  past 
for  free  and  reduced  price  lunches  for  chil¬ 
dren  5  through  17  and  are  expected  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  in  1970-71  on  a  declining  basis 
including  Title  I,  ESEA  (estimated  $25  to 
$28  million) ;  Johnson-O’Malley  ($2  million) ; 
Title  I-migrant  education  ($3.1  million) ; 
Title  I-handicapped  children  ($2  million); 
Follow  Through  ($3  million);  Model  Cities 
($2  to  $4  million) ;  and  Head  Start  (esti¬ 
mated  $4  to  $10  million  for  feeding  5-year- 
olds)  .  This  non-USDA  total  conservatively 
will  approximate  $40  to  $45  million. 
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(c)  State  and  local  revenues:  The  Depart¬ 
ment’s  estimates  on  sources  of  1970  funds 
indicate  that  state  and  local  governments 
contributed  $210  million  of  their  own  funds 
to  the  program.  At  a  minimum,  27.3%  of 
this  contribution  would  aid  the  service  of 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches  or  $57.3  mil¬ 
lion,  assuming  that  the  level  would  be  main¬ 
tained  in  1971.  Indeed,  this  clearly  under¬ 
states  the  state  and  local  revenues  used  for 
this  specific  purpose,  since  many  states  and 
cities  will  be  devoting  their  funding  exclu¬ 
sively  to  help  the  needy,  for  example,  Illinois 
with  $6.75  million;  California  with  $6  mil¬ 
lion;  Maryland  with  $2  million;  New  York 
with  $25  million-plus;  Baltimore  with  $500,- 
000;  Atlanta  with  $750,000;  San  Francisco 
with  $330,000;  Detroit  with  $400,000;  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  with  $2.85  million;  and 
New  York  City  with  slightly  over  $15  million. 
To  attribute  $90  million  to  such  revenues  is 
quite  reasonable. 

At  the  same  time,  other  local  contribu¬ 
tions,  primarily  in  the  form  of  in-kind  do¬ 
nated  aid  such  as  commodities,  labor,  sup¬ 
plies,  equipment,  and  facilities,  will  amount 
to  $365  million.  27.3%  of  that  sum  is  ap¬ 
proximately  $100  million,  but  the  best  avail¬ 
able  estimate  of  the  impact  of  those  contri¬ 
butions  in  reducing  the  cash  outlay  neces¬ 
sary  to  finance  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches  is  one-third  of  that  sum  or  $33  mil¬ 
lion. 

(d)  Children’s  payments:  Section  9  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  as  revised  re¬ 
quires  the  service  of  free  or  reduced  price 
meals.  If  one  out  of  every  five  needy  lunches 
served  is  paid  for  by  the  children  at  an  aver¬ 
age  rate  of  10  cents,  then  approximately  $24 
million  would  be  added  to  the  school  dis¬ 
tricts’  resources  for  meeting  the  needy  child 
lunch  service  requirement. 


TABULAR  SUMMARY  OF  DATA 


Per  lunch 
Amount  contribution 
(millions)  (cents) 

Total  cost . . 

$770.5  ... 

Funding  sources  (fiscal  year  1971): 

0.65 

1.  USDA: 

490.0 

.41 

(a)  Sec.  11 _ 

200.0  ... 

(b)  Sec.  32 _ 

4.3 

.30 

(c)  Special  sec.  32 _ 

151.7 

5 

(d)  Sec.  4 _ 

61.3 

5 

(e)  Donated 

commodities . 

72.1 

6 

II.  Other  Federal  .. . 

40. 0(45) 

3.5 

III.  State  and  local  revenues,.. 

90.0 

7.5 

IV.  State  and  local  in-kind _ 

33.0 

3 

V.  Children’s  payments . 

24.0 

2 

Total  funding _ 

677. 0(682) 

.57 

Funding  gap . 

(93.  0) (88) 

.08 

CONCLUSION 

At  least  $90  million  more  will  be  necessary 
in  fiscal  year  1971  to  assure  the  daily  service 
of  a  free  or  reduced  price  lunch  to  every 
needy  child,  if  as  is  highly  unlikely,  the 
school  districts  are  uniformly  willing  and 
able  to  produce  such  meals  on  the  first  day 
of  school  in  September  and  every  school  day 
thereafter.  This  is  not  and  will  not  be  the 
case.  But  this  does  not  serve  to  eliminate  the 
potential  $90  million  deficit  because  of  the 
indefinable  cost  impact  of  urban  schools 
feeding  free  or  reduced  price  lunches  to  chil¬ 
dren  from  the  $3,800  through  $5,000  annual 
income  brackets.  The  $90  million  or  a  figure 
in  that  vicinity  will  have  to  be  raised  some¬ 
how  before  May,  1971,  preferably  and  entirely 
by  a  supplemental  Federal  appropriation  in 
January  or  February,  1971  reflecting  pro¬ 
jected  participation  data,  less  preferably 
partly  through  Federal  sources  and  partly 
through  reduced  prices  charged  less  needy 
children. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  Sena¬ 
tors  yield  back  the  remainder  of  their 
time? 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senate  is  upholding  its 
traditional  reputation  of  being  the  upper 
House.  This  bill  as  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  $171,480,600  over  the  budget 
request.  In  acting  on  the  bill  the  Senate 
has  added  another  $800  million,  with  the 
result  that  the  bill  as  it  now  stands  is 
$970,580,000  over  the  budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  should  be 
mentioned  because  I  am  wondering  just 
how  long  we  can  continue  to  add  on  to 
all  of  these  appropriation  bills.  H.R. 
17548,  the  appropriation  bill  for  inde¬ 
pendent  offices,  was  $1,185,380,000  over 
the  budget;  the  education  appropriation 
bill  was  $984,300,000;  and  the  second 
supplemental  was  $671,800,000  over  the 
budget. 

All  together,  in  just  these  three  or  four 
appropriation  bills,  we  have  added  on  a 
total  of  $3,810  billion  over  the  budget  so 
far  this  year,  and  there  has  not  been  a 
cut  in  a  single  one  yet. 

I  think  the  Senate  should  be  reminded 
of  the  fact  that  we  operated  with  a  def¬ 
icit  in  the  past  fiscal  year  in  excess  of  $1 
billion  a  month.  The  projection  for  next 
year,  as  near  as  we  can  determine,  is  a 
deficit  of  about  $1.5  billion  a  month, 
even  without  adding  the  additional  ex¬ 
penditures  in  these  bills. 

I  am  wondering  how  Members  are 
planning  to  raise  the  taxes  to  provide 
this  revenue  or  whether  they  are  plan¬ 
ning  to  just  increase  the  national  debt 
to  finance  it,  as  we  have  been  doing  in 
the  past. 

In  fairness  to  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  who  is  managing  this  bill,  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  the  most  of  these 
additions  were  approved  by  the  Senate 
over  his  strenuous  objection. 

Irresponsible  spending  by  the  Congress 
is  to  a  large  extent  responsible  for  the 
inflationary  spiral  which  is  now  causing 
so  much  concern.  During  recent  months 
many  Members-  of  Congress  have  ex¬ 
pressed  concern  over  this  inflation  with 
its  accompanying  high  interest,  and  yet 
far  too  often  they  are  the  same  Members 
who  when  voting  have  insisted  upon 
these  ever  expanded  expenditures.  Mil¬ 
lions  of  American  citizens  who  are  living 
on  fixed  incomes  or  who  are  retired  are 
being  pauperized  as  the  result  of  this 
inflation. 

I  think  the  time  has  come  when  the 
Senate  should  face  up  to  its  responsibil¬ 
ity  to  hold  these  appropriation  bills  in 
line,  and  the  only  way  to  do  that  is  by 
our  votes.  I  shall  vote  against  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  even  though  there  are 
many  features  in  it  with  which  I  strongly 
agree.  I  do  not  think  we  should  continue 
this  erosion  of  the  American  dollar. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the  bill, 
as  reported  by  the  committee,  was 
$333,842,050  under  the  appropriation  act 
for  1970. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr. 
McGee)  is  not  able  to  be  here  today.  He 
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is  out  of  the  city.  I  shall  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  statement  he  had  pre¬ 
pared  be  printed  in  the  Record  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  bill. 

The  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  comments  on  the  fact  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  Appro¬ 
priations,  has  done  a  very  distinguished 
job  and  he  has  been  largely  responsible 
for  guiding  agriculture  appropriation 
bills  through  the  Senate  for  many  years. 

I  would  like  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  that  have  been  prepared  by 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  and  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Florida  for  the 
fine  work  he  has  done.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming  notes  that,  since  the  Senator 
from  Florida  announced  he  will  retire, 
he  is  conducting  at  this  time  for  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  appropriation  bill  on  agriculture 
and  he  should  be  recognized  for  the  great 
service  he  has  performed. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  by  Senator  McGee  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  McGee.  Mr.  President,  with  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  Senate  deliberations  on  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  fiscal  year  1971,  we  will  mark  the 
termination  of  an  era  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  I 
refer,  of  course,  to  the  announced  retirement 
of  the  Senior  Senator  from  the  State  of  Flor¬ 
ida  and  the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommittee. 
The  close  of  this  present  session  of  Congress 
will  mark  the  end  of  a  distinguished  career 
spanning  almost  a  quarter  of  a  century  for 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  and  I  could  not  let 
this  occasion  pass  without  comment. 

During  his  career  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  has  been  most  active  and  most  effective 
in  many  areas  but  particularly  in  the  field  of 
agriculture.  By  virtue  of  his  Chairmanship  of 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  and  his  senior  status  as  a  member  of  the 
legislative  committee,  he  has  been  one  of 
the  key  figures  in  Congress  in  formulating 
and  implementing  policy  in  this  all-impor¬ 
tant  area.  During  this  period  he  has  seen 
many  innovations  in  the  industry  and  the 
legislative  changes  that  have  been  enacted. 
More  importantly  perhaps,  he  has  taken  the 
initiative  in  many  matters,  both  legislatively 
and  fiscally,  to  insure  that  this  vital  industry 
keep  pace  with  modern  requirements  to  better 
serve  the  United  States  and  the  free  world. 

The  agriculture  industry  is  one  of  the 
major  elements  of  the  economy  of  my  State 
of  Wyoming  and  undoubtedly  will  continue 
to  be  so  in  the  future.  For  that  reason  we  in 
Wyoming  are  particularly  indebted  to  the 
Chairman  for  the  many  contributions  he  has 
made  to  the  industry,  and  we  look  forward  to 
building  on  his  record  for  the  betterment  of 
agriculture  in  the  years  ahead. 

In  exercising  the  duties  and  responsibili¬ 
ties  as  Subcommittee  Chairman,  the  Senator 
from  Florida  has  gained  the  reputation  of 
being  fair-minded,  thorough  and  responsible. 
While  the  Department  has  grown  and  its 
programs  expanded,  the  Senator  has  seen  to 
it  that  all  aspects  of  the  Department’s  budget 
requests  have  been  most  thoroughly  and 
completely  reviewed  and  considered.  Wit¬ 
nesses  appearing  before  the  Subcommittee 
could  be  assured  that  they  would  be  treated 
with  courtesy  and  consideration.  At  the  same 
time  they  were  always  aware  that  their  testi¬ 
mony  would  be  carefully  received  and  scru¬ 
tinized  by  the  Chairman.  This  is,  in  my 
opinion,  the  way  it  should  be,  and  I  certainly 
respect  the  Chairman  for  his  practices  in 
this  regard. 
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Undoubtedly  many  of  us  will  have  much 
more  to  say  on  this  subject  as  the  Senator’s 
retirement  draws  nearer,  but  I  thought  it  was 
appropriate  today  to  make  these  brief  re¬ 
marks  as  we  consider  this  Appropriations  bill. 
This  bill,  and  others  for  which  he  has  so 
skillfully  and  effectively  provided  leadership 
and  direction,  will  serve  as  a  testimonial  to 
his  long  and  dedicated  service.  Speaking  as  a 
member  of  his  Subcommittee,  I  want  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  express  my  personal  ap¬ 
preciation  to  the  Chairman  for  his  counsel 
and  the  many  courtesies  he  has  extended  to 
me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  10  seconds  in  order  to  express 
very  great  gratitude  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah  and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 
I  had  no  notice  of  the  purpose  when  I 
yielded  to  the  Senator,  but  I  am  grateful 
to  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  Sen¬ 
ators  yield  back  the  remainder  of  their 
time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
reded,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Connec¬ 
ticut  (Mr.  Dodd),  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  (Mr.  Eastland),  the  Senator 
"from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Gore),  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hartke)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy),  the  Senator  from  Washington 
(Mr.  Magnuson),  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  (Mr.  McCarthy),  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee), 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell),  the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Symington)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  (Mr.  Gravel)  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Jordan) 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Gravel),  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  (Mr.  Magnuson)  ,  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee)  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington), 
and  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Jordan)  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr.  Baker), 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Cur¬ 
tis)  ,  and  the  Senator  from  California 
(Mr.  Murphy)  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  (Mr. 
Cook)  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr. 
Percy),  and  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  are  absent  on  official  bus¬ 
iness. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
Mundt)  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
(Mrs.  Smith)  are  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold- 
water)  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Curtis),  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr.  Mundt)  , 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Percy), 


and  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mrs. 
Smith)  ,  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  (Mr.  Goldwater)  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  California  (Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy)  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  would  vote  “nay”  and 
the  Senator  from  California  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  73, 
nays  6,  as  follows: 

[No.  230  Leg.] 


YEAS— 73 


Aiken 

Goodell 

Moss 

Allen 

Griffin 

Muskie 

Allott 

Gurney 

Nelson 

Anderson 

Hansen 

Packwood 

Bayh 

Harris 

Pastore 

Bellmon 

Hart 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Hatfield 

Prouty 

Bible 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Brooke 

Hruska 

Saxbe 

Burdick 

Hughes 

Schweiker 

Byrd,  Va. 

Inouye 

Scott 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Smith,  Ill. 

Cannon 

Javits 

Sparkman 

Case 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Spong 

Church 

Long 

Stennis 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Cranston 

Mathias 

Tower 

Dole 

McCleUan 

Tydings 

Dominick 

McGovern 

WUliams,  N.J. 

Eagleton 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

MUler 

Young,  Ohio 

Fong 

Mondale 

Fulbright 

Montoya 

NAYS— 6 

Cotton 

Pell 

Thurmond 

Fannin 

Ribicoff 

Williams,  Del. 

NOT  VOTING — 21 

Baker 

Gravel 

Mundt 

Cook 

Hartke 

Murphy 

Curtis 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Percy 

Dodd 

Kennedy 

Russell 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Goldwater 

McCarthy 

Stevens 

Gore 

McGee 

Symington 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  do  now  reconsider  the  f 
vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments  and  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  of  Representatives  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Holland, 
Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Hruska,  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota, 
and  Mr.  Fong  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  passage  of  this  measure,  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Florida  (Mr. 
Holland)  has  marked  the  final  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations  bill  he  shall  man¬ 
age  on  the  Senate  floor.  He  has  an¬ 
nounced  earlier  this  year  his  intention 
to  retire  from  the  Senate  after  24  years 
of  service.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine  any 
measure  brought  to  the  Senate  floor 
deahng  with  agricultural  matters  and 
particularly  agriculture’s  appropriations 
without  the  leadership  of  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  (Mr.  Holland)  .  His  rec¬ 
ord  in  the  Senate  over  the  years  has  been 
marked  by  devotion  to  duty,  attentive¬ 
ness  to  his  responsibilities  both  for  his 


State  and  the  Nation  and  extraordinary 
parliamentary  skill.  Yesterday  when  the 
tributes  were  being  paid  to  Senator  Hol¬ 
land,  I  defered  my  remarks  until  today 
so  that  I  could  include  in  these  tributes 
the  achievement  he  has  accomplished 
today.  A  bill  of  this  magnitude  and  com¬ 
plexity  requires  extraordinary  skill  and 
knowledge  to  understand;  few  could 
manage  it — the  Senator  from  Florida 
makes  it  look  easy. 

In  addition,  I  would  like  to  thank  the 
ranking  member  on  this  subcommittee, 
the  able  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska)  as  well  as  the  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellender)  both  of 
whom  contributed  so  much  to  the  smooth 
disposition  of  this  measure. 

To  all  those  Senators  who  offered 
amendments  and  participated  in  the  de¬ 
bate,  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
(Mr.  McGovern)  ,  the  Senator  from  New 
York  (Mr.  Goodell)  ,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Smith),  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  (Mr.  Cooper),  and  the  entire 
Senate  for  their  cooperation  in  complet¬ 
ing  this  measure  in  such  an  expeditious 
manner. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  take 
this  occasion  to  congratulate  and  com¬ 
mend  the  senior  Senator  from  Florida 
for  having  managed  so  well  once  again 
the  passage  of  the  agricultural  appropri¬ 
ations  bill.  It  is  his  seventh — as  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  to  which  he  is 
assigned. 

Also,  I  express  appreciation  for  the 
dedicated  and  diligent  efforts  of  Ray¬ 
mond  Schafer,  Joe  Stewart,  and  Ed 
King,  staff  members  of  the  committee; 
and  Dan  Wherry  of  my  own  staff.  The 
latter  has  now  had  his  first  experience 
in  this  type  of  legislation.  He  has  ac¬ 
quitted  himself  well. 


EXTENSION  OF  THE  DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION  ACT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
892,  S.  3302.  I  do  this  so  that  it  will  be¬ 
come  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

\  The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
Ml  (S.  3302)  to  amend  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  of  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses 

TheSPRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill  A. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  toiconsider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reporteaCfrom  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  oukall  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert 

EXTENSIo\  OF  ACT 

Section  1.  Section  7l\a)  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950  (55  ' U.S.C.  App.  2166 
(a) )  is  amended  by  striking  out  “June  30, 
1970”  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1972”.\ 

DEFINITIONS  \ 

Sec.  2.  Section  702  of  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  App.  5152)  is 
amended —  \ 

(1)  by  inserting  “space,”  after  "stoclroil- 
ing,”  in  subsection  (d);  and  \ 
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\  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
subsection  as  follows: 

•%f)  The  term  ‘defense  contractor’  means 
any  person  who  enters  into  a  contract  with 
the  UrlMed  States  for  the  production  of  mate¬ 
rial  or  t\e  performance  of  services  for  the  na¬ 
tional  defense.” 

UNIFORM^  COST-ACCOUNTING  STANDARDS 

Sec.  3.  Th\  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  a  new  section'as  follows : 

“COST- accounting  standards  board 

“Sec.  719.  (a)  ThVe  is  established,  as  an 
agent  of  the  Congress,  a  Cost-Accounting 
Standards  Board  which,  shall  be  independ¬ 
ent  of  the  executive  departments  and  shall 
consist  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  who  shall  sekve  as  Chairman 
of  the  Board  and  four  members  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Comptroller  General.  Of  the 
members  appointed  to  the  Boare^  two  shall 
be  from  the  accounting  professions  one  shall 
be  representative  of  industry,  and  \ne  shall 
be  from  a  department  or  agency  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  who  shall  be  appointed 
with  the  consent  of  the  head  of  the  depart- 
ment  or  agency  concerned.  The  term  of 
flee  of  each  of  the  appointed  members 
the  Board  shall  be  four  years,  except  that' 
any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  in 
the  Board  shall  serve  for  the  remainder  of 
the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was  ap¬ 
pointed.  Each  member  of  the  Board  ap¬ 
pointed  from  private  life  shall  receive  com¬ 
pensation  at  the  rate  of  one  two-hundred- 
sixtieth  of  the  rate  prescribed  for  level  IV 
of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule  for 
each  day  (including  traveltime)  in  which  he 
is  engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of 
duties  vested  in  the  Board. 

“(b)  The  Board  shall  have  the  power  to 
appoint,  fix  the  compensation  of,  and  re¬ 
move  an  executive  secretary  and  two  addi¬ 
tional  staff  members  without  regard  to  chap¬ 
ter  51,  subchapters  III  and  VI  of  chapter 
53,  and  chapter  75  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  and  those  provisions  of  such  title  re¬ 
lating  to  appointment  in  the  competitive 
service.  The  executive  secretary  and  the 
two  additional  staff  members  may  be  paid 
compensation  at  rates  not  to  exceed  the 
rates  prescribed  for  levels  IV  and  V  of  the 
Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule,  respec¬ 
tively. 

“(c)  The  Board  is  authorized  to  appoint 
and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  other  per¬ 
sonnel  as  the  Board  deems  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  functions. 

“(d)  The  Board  may  utilize  personnel 
from  the  Federal  Government  (with  the 
consent  of  the  head  of  the  agency  cony 
cemed)  or  appoint  personnel  from  priva) 
life  without  regard  to  chapter  51,  subcl 
ters  in ‘and  VI  of  chapter  53,  and  chapter 
75  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  an<y£hose 
provisions  of  such  title  relating  to yapoint- 
ment  in  the  competitive  service,  Ao  serve 
on  advisory  committees  and  tasjf  forces  to 
assist  the  Board  in  carrying  ojrft  its  func¬ 
tions  and  responsibilities  under  this  section. 

“(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (a),  members  of  the  Board  and  of¬ 
ficers  or  employees  of  oth^r  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government  util/zed  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  receive  no  compensation  for  their 
services  as  such  but  s^all  continue  to  receive 
the  compensation  o f  their  regular  positions. 
Appointees  under  snbsection  (d)  from  private 
life  shall  receive  ^compensation  at  rates  fixed 
by  the  Board, ^iot  to  exceed  one-two-hun¬ 
dred  sixtieth jft  the  rate  prescribed  for  level 
V  hi  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule 
for  each  day  (including  traveltime)  in  which 
they  are  /ngaged  in  the  actual  performance 
of  theiy  duties  as  prescribed  by  the  Board, 
While  'serving  away  from  their  homes  or 
regular  place  of  business.  Board  members 


and  other  appointees  serving  on  an  inter¬ 
mittent  basis  under  this  section  shall  be  al¬ 
lowed  travel  expenses  in  accordance  with  sec¬ 
tion  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

“(f)  All  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
Government  are  authorized  to  cooperate  with 
the  Board  and  to  furnish  information,  ap¬ 
propriate  personnel  with  or  without  reim¬ 
bursement,  and  such  financial  and  other  as¬ 
sistance  as  may  be  agreed  to  between  the 
Board  and  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned. 

“(g)  The  Board  shall  from  time  to  time 
promulgate  cost-accounting  standards  de¬ 
signed  to  achieve  uniformity  and  consistency 
in  the  cost-accounting  principles  followed 
by  defense  contractors  and  subcontractors 
under  Federal  contracts.  Such  promulgated 
standards  shall  be  used  by  all  relevant  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  and  by  defense  contractors  and 
subcontractors  in  estimating,  accumulating, 
and  reporting  costs  in  connection  with  the 
pricing,  administration  and  settlement  of  all 
negotiated  prime  contract  and  subcontract 
national  defense  procurements  with  the 
United  States,  other  than  contracts  or  sub¬ 
contracts  where  the  price  negotiated  is  based 
on  (1)  established  catalog  or  market  prices 
of  commercial  items  sold  in  substantial 
quantities  to  the  general  public,  or  (2)  prices 
get  by  law  or  regulation.  In  promulgating 
ich  standards  the  Board  shall  take  into/ 
account  the  probable  costs  of  implement^ 
tionscompared  to  the  probable  benefits. 

“ (N  ( 1 )  The  Board  is  authorized  to  mKke, 
prorm.uca.te,  amend,  and  rescind  rule/  and 
regulations  for  the  implementation Vof  the 
cost-accounting  standards  promulgated  un¬ 
der  subsection  (g) .  Except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this'vsection,  such  regulations  shall 
require  any  defense  contractor  or  subcon¬ 
tractor  as  a  condition  of  contracting  (A) 
to  disclose  in  waiting  his /cost-accounting 
principles  including,  methods  of  distinguish¬ 
ing  direct  costs  from,  indirect  costs  and  the 
basis  used  for  allocating  indirect  cdsts,  and 
(B)  to  agree  to  a  conJnKct  price  adjustment 
for  any  increased  costs  paid  to  the  defense 
contractor  by  the  /United  ^States  because  of 
the  defense  contractor’s  faihire  to  comply 
with  duly  promulgated  cHet-accounting 
standards  or  to  follow  consistently  his  dis¬ 
closed  cost-accounting  practiceNjn  pricing 
contract  proposals  and  in  accumulating 
and  reporting  contract  performance  cost 
data.  The  contracting  agent  for  the  \fnited 
States /shall  agree  to  price  adjustments  re¬ 
quired  as  a  result  of  contractor  or  subcon¬ 
tractor  action  in  compliance  with  duly  prto- 
flgated  cost-accounting  standards  or  rule!) 
id  regulations  relating  thereto.  Any  such ' 
^contract  price  adjustment  shall  include  in¬ 
terest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  centum  per  an¬ 
num  on  the  amount  of  any  overpayment  or 
underpayment  of  costs,  from  the  date  of  the 
overpayment  or  underpayment,  in  any  case 
where  (i)  such  failure  of  the  defense  con¬ 
tractor  is  admitted  by  the  contractor,  (ii) 
the  contracting  agent  of  the  United  States 
agrees  to  the  adjustment  as  hereinabove  pro¬ 
vided,  or  (iii)  the  adjustment  is  required  as 
the  result  of  a  determination  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  procedures  for  resolving  dis¬ 
putes  under  the  contract.  If  the  parties  fail 
to  agree  as  to  whether  there  has  been  com¬ 
pliance  by  the  defense  contractor  or  subcon¬ 
tractor  with  duly  promulgated  cost-account¬ 
ing  standards,  or  rules  and  regulations  relat¬ 
ing  thereto,  and  whether  cost  adjustments 
are  required,  such  disagreement  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  dispute  under  the  contract  dispute 
clause. 

“(2)  No  defense  contractor  or  subcontrac¬ 
tor  shall  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
this  section,  if  the  sales  of  such  contractor 
or  subcontractor  under  contracts  negotiated 
in  connection  with  national  defense  procure¬ 
ments,  excluding  sales  of  commercial  prod¬ 
ucts  sold  in  substantial  quantities  to  the  gen¬ 


eral  public,  did  not  exceed  $25,000,000  during, 
the  most  recently  completed  fiscal  year 
such  contractor  or  subcontractor. 

“(3)  (A)  The  Board  is  authorized,  as  s6on 
as  practicable  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section,  to  prescribe  rules  and  ^regula¬ 
tions  exempting  from  the  requirenfents  of 
this  section  such  classes  or  categories  of  de¬ 
fense  contractors  or  subcontractors  under 
contracts  negotiated  in  connection  with  na¬ 
tional  defense  procurements  asm  determines, 
on  the  basis  of  the  size  of  tjife  contracts  in¬ 
volved  or  otherwise,  are  appropriate  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose/  sought  to  be  ac¬ 
hieved  by  this  section. 

“(B)  Rules  and  regulations  prescribed  un¬ 
der  subparagraph  (A/  of  this  paragraph  (3) 
shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  the 
first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of  continu¬ 
ous  session  of  tbyCongress  following  the  date 
on  which  a  copy  of  the  proposed  rules  and 
regulations  i/transmitted  to  the  Congress; 
if,  between  /he  date  of  transmittal  and  the 
expiratioiybf  such  sixty-day  period,  there  is 
not  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent 
resolution  stating  in  substance  that  the 
Congress  does  not  favor  the  proposed  rules 
and/regulations.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
stdffparagraph,  in  the  computation  of  the 
cty-day  period  there  shall  be  excluded  the 
lays  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  session 
because  of  adjournment  of  more  than  three 
days  to  a  day  certain  or  an  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  sine  die. 

“(i)  (A)  Prior  to  the  promulgation  under 
this  section  of  rules,  regulations,  cost-ac¬ 
counting  standards,  and  modifications  there¬ 
of,  notice  of  the  action  proposed  to  be  taken, 
increasing  a  description  of  the  terms  and 
substance  thereof,  shall  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register.  All  parties  affected  thereby 
shall  be  afforded  a  period  of  not  less  than 
thirty  days  after  such  publication  in  which 
to  submit  their  views  and  comments  with 
respect  to  the  action  proposed  to  be  taken. 
After  full  consideration  of  the  views  and 
oomments  so  subsmitted  the  Board  may 
promulgate  rules,  regulations,  cost-account¬ 
ing  standards,  and  modifications  thereof 
which  shall  have  the  full  force  and  effect 
of  law  and  shall  become  effective  not  later 
than  the  start  of  the  second  fiscal  quarter 
beginning  after  the  expiration  of  not  less 
than  thirty  days  after  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

“(B)  The  functions  exercised  under  this 
section  shall  be  excluded  from  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act. 

“(C)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (A)  of 
this  subsection  shall  not  be  applicable  to 
rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Board 
1  pursuant  to  subsection  (h)  (3). 

'(j)  For  the  purpose  of  determining 
wlitether  a  defense  contractor  or  subcontrac¬ 
tor  has  complied  with  duly  promulgated  cost- 
accouVting  standards  and  has  followed  con¬ 
sistent!^  his  disclosed  cost-accounting  prac¬ 
tices,  ai\  authorized  representative  of  the 
head  of  tnfc  agency  concerned,  of  the  Board, 
or  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  shall  have  the  right  to  examine  and 
make  copies  of  any  documents,  papers,  or  rec¬ 
ords  of  such  cSm tractor  or  subcontractor 
relating  to  compliance  with  such  cost-ac¬ 
counting  standardsNand  principles. 

“(k)  The  Board  snail  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  not  later  than\twenty-four  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section, 
concerning  its  progress  in  Jmomulgating  cost¬ 
accounting  standards  undek  subsection  (g) 
and  rules  and  regulations  under  subsection 
(h) .  Thereafter,  the  Board  shalVmake  an  an¬ 
nual  report  to  the  Congress  wlfla  respect  to 
its  activities  and  operations,  together  with 
such  recommendations  as  it  deem^  appro¬ 
priate. 

“(1)  There  are  authorized  to  be  impro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section.’’1 
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HIGHLIGHTS: 


Senate  accepted  conference  report y6n  farm  bill, 

House  appointed  conferees\on  Agricultural  appropriations  bill 
House  passed  trade  bill. 

House  subcommittee  approved  \/c lean  bill  on  Animal  Welfare  Act, 
Rep.  Cohelan  inserted  analysa^of  farm  payments  recipients. 


SENATE 


1.  FARM  BILL.  After  Sei/  Ellender  and  several  other  Senators  expressed  criticism 
and  opposition,  tine  conference  report  on  H.R.  18546,  thevAgri  cultural  Act  of 
1970,  was  adopted.  This  bill  now  goes  to  the  President.  \pp.  S18523-52 


/annnDiaov  jo  iN3wiavd3a  •$  *n 

aiVd  $333  QNV  SOVXSOd 


SS3NISn9  IVIDhMO 
058)2  *3  'Q  'NOiONIHS 

saanroiaov  do  lNawiavdao  sams  (rant 


4. 


1ITTEE  ACTION.  Committee  on  Commerce  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actujrlly 
jort)  the  following  bills: 

,  4459,  amended,  establishing  a  Consumer  Protection  Agency;  and 
H\Ro  14714,  to  encourage  travel  in  the  U.S.  through  facilities  of/the 
National  Park  Service,,  p.  D1173 

ENVIRONMENT^  H.J.  Res.  1117,  to  establish  a  Joint  Committee  c  h€  Environment, 
was  discharged  from  further  committee  consideration.  The  bd  ^as  subsequently 
passed  after\being  amended  to  contain  the  language  of  S.J.  f  207,  passed  by 

the  Senate  Nov-  18.  The  passage  of  S.J.  Res.  207  was  rescij  and  the  bill 

then  indefinitely  postponed,  p.  S18491 

Sen.  Hruska  pmced  in  the  Record  an  address  by  Dr.  A.  Jordon  Everett  at 
the  Nebraska  Conference  of  Environmental  Pollution.  pp^  S18507-8 


ENERGY.  Sen.  Burdick  called  attention  to  remarks  by 
which  he  discusses  theVurrent  energy  shortage,  p 


HOUSE 


)bert  Partridge  in 
S18509- 10 


5.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Disagreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  17923, 
the  FY  71  Agricultural  appropriations  bill,  and  appointed  Reps.  Whitten, 
Natcher,  Hull,  Shipley,  Evans  of  Colorado,  Mahon,  Langen,  Michel,  Andrews 
of  North  Dakota,  and  Bow  as  conferees,  p.  H10604 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Passed  without  amendment 
pp.  H10521-604 


,R.  18970,  the  Trade  Act  of  1970. 


7.  COMMITTEE  ACTION. 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committed\approved  a  clean  bill  on  the 
Animal  Welfare  Act  for  full/ committee  action.  D1174 

Committee  on  Appropriations  reported  H.R*  1983<X  the  FY  71  HUD- Independent 
offices  appropriation  bi4l  (H.  Rept.  91-1616).  p?\H10612 

Committee  on  Public/works  voted  to  report  (but  di\d  not  actually  report) 

S„  1,  amended,  to  establish  uniform  relocation  assistance  and  land  acquisition 


policies  applicable, 
p.  D1175 


;o  Federal  programs  and  Federal  graht- in-aid  programs. 


8.  FARM-CITY  WEEK.  Xep.  Sebelius  noted  that  Nov.  20-26  was  "National  Farm-City 
Week"  and  stated  that  legislation  of  the  1970's  must  be  "characterized  by  a 
sound  rural-;orban  balance",  p.  H10608 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


FARM  PAYMENTS.  Rep.  Cohelan  placed  in  the  Record  an  article  summarizing. a  study 
by  Gnarles  Schultze  which  demonstrates  that  "42  percent  of  the  .  .  .  direct 
Federal  payment  .  .  .  goes  to  the  largest  7  percent  of  farmers  with  sales 
>ove  $40,000  per  year",  pp.  E9751-2 
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.Collier 

Karth 

Reuss 

finable 

Kleppe 

Rhodes 

c\ite 

Koch 

Riegle 

Conyers 

Kyi 

Robison 

Coupe  lib 

Landgrebe 

Rodino 

CraneX 

Long.  Md. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Culver  \ 

Lowenstein 

Rosenthal 

D.vias.riov, 

Lujan 

Rousselot 

DellenbaeiX 

McCarthy 

Roybal 

Denney  \ 

McClory 

Ruppe 

Dent  \ 

McCloskey 

Satterfield 

Derwinskl  ' 

.McCulloch 

Scherle 

Devine 

McDonald, 

Scheuer 

Diggs 

Eckhardt 

\lich. 

McteiU 

MacGregor 

Madden 

Schmitz 

Schwengel 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Sebclius 

Erlenbora 

Shrlver 

Esch 

MailliaM 

Sisk 

Evans.  Colo. 

Mathias\ 

Smith,  Calif. 

Fascell  . 

Matsunaga. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Findley 

May  \ 

Stafford 

Fish 

Meeds 

V  Stanton 

Foley 

Michel 

\  Steiger,  Ariz. 

Ford, 

Mikva 

'Stokes 

Mr.  Purcell  with  Mr.  Grover. 

Mr.  Carney  with  Mr.  Wydler. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio  with  Mr.  O'Konskl. 

Mr.  La  n gen  with  Mr.  Meskill. 

Mr.  Skubitz  with  Mr.  Foreman. 

Mr.  Cowger  with  Mr.  Welcker. 

Mr.  Mayne  with  Mr.  Button. 

Mr.  Myers  with  Mr.  McClure. 

Mr.  CORMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentlewoman  from 
Michigan  (Mrs.  Griffiths)  .  If  she  had 
been  present,  she  would  have  voted  “yea.” 
I  voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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Patten 

White 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Pelly 

Widnall 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Pettis 
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Harvey 

Pickle 

Wilson,  Bob 

Hastings 
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Charles  H. 

Hicks 

Quie 

Wolff 

Hogan 

Railsback 

Wright 

Holifield 

Rees 

Wylie 

Jacobs 

Reid,  Ill. 

Yates 

Johnson,  Calif.  Reid,  N.Y. 

Zwach 

"PRESENT'’ — 3 

Collins,  Tex. 

Corman 

Goldwater 

NOT  VOTING — 51 

Abernethy 

Dowdy 

Mollohan 

Aspinall 

Dulski 

Myers 

Bell,  Calif. 

Fallon 

O’Konskl 

Berry 

Farbstein 

Ottinger 

Brooks 

Foreman 

Poage 

Brown.  Ohio 

Gallagher 

Powell 

Button 

Goodiing 

Price,  Tex. 

Camp 

Griffiths 

Purcell 

Carey 

Grover 

Saylor 

Carney 

Hosmer 

Skubitz 

Clawson,  Del 

Kluczynski 

Springer 

Cohelau 

Langen 

Teague,  Tex. 

Corbett 

McClure 

Ware 

Cotvger 

Macdonald, 

Welcker 

de  la  Garza 

Mass. 

Williams 

Dennis 

Mayne 

Wyatt 

Dingell 

MeskUl 

Wydler 

So  the  bill 

.  was  passed. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  all  Members  may  have 
5  legislative  days  in  which  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
^Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


November  19,  1970 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  PROM  TV 
\  SENATE  / 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate,  by 
Mr.  Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  tlvat  the  Senate  ajyrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disa  g reeingv  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  amendment  of  tile  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  13546)  entitled  “An  act  to  es¬ 
tablish  improved  programs  for  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  producers  and  consumers  of  dairy 
products,  wool,  'wheat,  feed  grains,  cot¬ 
ton,  and  other  ^commodities,  to  extend 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Ac-t  of  1954,  as  attended,  and 
for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announcedSthat  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2103)  entitled 
“An  /ct  to  promote  public  health'and 
welfare  by  expanding,  improving,  and 
better  coordinating  the  family  plannii 
services  and  population  research  activi 
/ties  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following/  other  purposes,”  requests  a  conference 


for,  with 


Dingell 


pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Griffiths  for,  with  Mr.  Corman  a 

Mr.  Carey  for,  with  Mr.  Teague  c/  Texas 
against. 

Mr.  Abernethy 
against. 

Mr.  Dowdy  for,  with  Mr.  Coxian  against 

Mr.  Fallon  for,  with  Mr.  Gallagher  against. 

Mr.  Brooks  for,  with  Mr/tDulski  against. 

Mr.  Mollohan  for,  with  Mx.  Poweil  against. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  for,  Yhth  Mr.  Ottinger 
against.  / 

Mr.  Price  of  Texas  for,  v 
son  against 

Mr.  Saylor  for,  with  Mr.  Camp  against. 

Mr.  Ware  for  /with  Mr.  Wyatt  against. 

Mr.  Williams  for,  with  Mr.  Hosmer  against. 

Mr.  Dennis  Jot,  with  Mr.  Bell  of  California 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Au/nall  with  Mr.  Goodiing. 

Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Corbett. 

M/  tie  la  Garza  with  Mr.  Springer. 


with  Mr.  Dei  Claw- 


APFOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  17923,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRI- 
CULTURE  AND  RELATED  AGEN¬ 
CIES  APPROPRIATIONS,  1971 

( Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker's  table  the  bill  (H.R.  17923> 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1971,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Whitten,  Natch  eh,  Hull,  Shipley, 
Evans,  of  Colorado,  Mahon,  Lancen, 
Michel,  Andrews  of  North  Dakota,  and 
Eow. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  10634,  AMENDING  THE  INTE  l- 
STATE  COMMERCE  ACT  AND  THE 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ACT  OF  1953 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  10634),  to  amend  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Act  of  1963  in  order  to 
exempt  certain  wages  and  salaries  of 
employees  from  withholding  for  income 
tax  purposes  under  the  laws  of  States 
or  subdivisions  thereof  other  than  the 
State  or  subdivision  of  the  employee’s 
residence,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  request  a  conference  with 
the  Senate  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Staggers,  Faiepel,  Dincell,  Devine,  and 
Kuykendall. 


/  with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
/  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Must.  Yarborough,  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
Jersey,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Nelson,  Mr. 
Eagle  ton,  Mr.  Cranston,  Mr.  Hughes, 
Air.  Dominick,  Mr.  Javits,  Air.  Murphy, 
Mr.  Prouty,  and  Air.  Saxse  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
learned  that  I  was  incorrectly  recorded 
as  having  voted  “yea,”  on  rollcall  No. 
361,  the  motion  to  recommit.  I  voted 
“nay,”  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  permanent  Record  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection.  - 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

(Air.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

vMr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Air.  Speaker. 
I  tuke  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  asking 
the  ''distinguished  majority  leader  the 
program  for  the  rest  of  the  week,  if 
any,  and.  the  program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentle  m  a  n\i  eld  ? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  f o No k  1  ah o ma. 

Mr.  AL3ERTX.tr.  Speaker,  in  response 
to  the  inquiry  ol\the  distinguished,  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  the  program  for  the  week 
has  been  completeov  and  we  will  ask 
to  go  over  until  Monday  upon  announce¬ 
ment  of  the  program  f ok  next  week. 

The  program  for  next  week,  for  Afcn- 
day,  Tuesday,  and  Wednesday,  listed  un¬ 
der  the  heading  of  “Monday  m?-d  Balance 
of  Week,”  is  as  follows: 

Monday  is  District  day,  and 
no  District  bills. 

On  Monday  we  will  have  H.R.  1  785, 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act, 
der  an  open  rule  with  3  hours  of  debr 
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HIGHLIGHTS: 


Conferees  agreed  to  file  rep6i*t  on  agricultural  appropriations  bill. 
Senate  passed  bill  granting  tru\t  title  to  national  forest  lands  to 
Taos  Indians. 

Senate  appointed  confei^es  on  wate\ carrier  mixing  bill  and  highway 
construction  bill. 

House  committee  reported  animal  welfare  bill, 

House  committee  voted  to  report  egg  products  inspection  bill. 

Rep.  Schwengel  criticized  "unfair  competitive  advantage"  Farm  Credit 
Administration^ has  in  farm  lending  programs. 
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HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  agreed  to  file  (but  did  not  actually  file)  a 

conference  report  on  H„Ro  17923,  the  agricultural  appropriations  bill  for 
FY  71.  pc  D1221  _ 


2.  AGRICULTURE', COMMITTEE  ACTION. 

Reported  with  amendment  H.R.  19846,  proposed  Animal  Welfare  yfct  (H.  Rept, 
91-1651).  p\  HI 1082 

Voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  H.R.  19888  /mended,  proposed 
Egg  Products  Inspection  Act.  p.  D1219 

3.  COMMITTEE  ACTION. 

Committee  on  Rules  reported  H.  Res.  1290,  providing/for  the  consideration 
of  S.  3070,  plant  variety  protection;  and  H.  Res.  1291,  providing  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  T8582,  Food  stamp  amendments ./p.  H11082 

Committee  on  Public  Works  reported  S.  1,  providing  for  equitable  treatment 
of  persons  displaced  from\heir  homes,  businesses,  or  farms  by  Federal  and 
federally  assisted  programs\(H„  Rept.  91-1656 )/  p.  H11082 

Committee  on  Public  Works  Voted  to  report  /but  did  not  actually  report) 

rivers.  harbtyrs.  and  flood  control  bill. 


1 


H.R.  19877  amended,  an  omnibus 
p.  D1220 

HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT.  ConclWd/general  debate  on  H.R.  19436, 
proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development Act  of  1970,  and  began  reading  the 
bill  for  amendments.  H.  Res «  1271 ,  /the^rule  providing  for  consideration, 
was  adopted  earlier,  pp.  H10998- 1/)53 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION.  Rep. /Schwengel  expressed  fear  that  "The  farm  credit 
system  threatens  to  become  a  monopoly  disguised  as  a  farmer-owned  cooperative" 
and' urged  the  restoration  of /'fair  competition\to  the  rural  credit  field", 
pp.  HI 1078- 91 


SENATE 


CARSON  NATIONAL  FOREST;  TAOS  INDIANS.  Passed  H.R.  471,  grafting  trust  title 
to  the  Taos  Indians  of  48,000  acres  in  the  Blue  Lake  area  o£  Carson  National 
Forest,  New  Mexico,  pp.  S19220-44 


WATER  CARRIER /MIXING  RULE;  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION.  Conferees  appointed  on  H.R. 
8298,  to  eliminate  certain  restrictions  relating  to  water  carriers  of  bulk 
commodities,  and  on  S.  4418,  proposed  Federal- Aid  Highway  Amendments  of 
1970.  /p.  S19188-9;  S19244-52 
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HIGHLIGHTS: 


3 


Conferees  filed  agricultural  appropriations  report. 

House  passed  bills  regarding.  gif/cs  for  NAL;  animal  welfare;  peanut  acreage 
allotments;  and  shooting  anipfals  from  aircraft. 

Rep.  Cabell  paid  tribute  to  Chairman  Poage. 

Rep.  Gerald  R.  Ford  inserted”  President's  address  before  NAM. 

Senate  passed  Water  Bank  £ct,  a  peanut  acreage  allotment  bill,  and  Federal 
-Aid  Highway  amendment 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  filed  a  report  on  H.R.  17923,  the  FY  71 
agricultural  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept0  91-1680).  A  summary  is  attached 
reflecting  the  action  taken  by  the  conferees,  pp.  HI  1294-7 ,  -  H-14298 
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2.  BILLS  PASSED. 

So  1079,  consenting  to  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  compact.  This  bill 
now  goes  to  the  President  pp0  H11150-64 

H.R.  19402,  authorizing  the  acceptance  of  gifts  for  the  National 
Agricultural  Library,  pp,  H11149-50 

The  following  were  passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules: 

So  437,  relating  to  survivor  annuities  under  the  civil  service  retirement 
program;  agreed  to  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  pp,  HI  1185-9 
H,R.  19877,  an  omnibus  rivers,  harbors,  and  flood  control  bill,  pp, 
H11189-206 

H,Ro  19846  with  amendment,  proposed  animal  welfare  bill.  pp.  H11206-12 
H.R0  17582,  amending  peanut  marketing  quota  provisions,  pp.  H11213-4 
So  1,  with  amendment,  providing  relocation  assistance  and  establishing 
equitable  land  acquisition  policies,  pp,  H11216-25  ( 

H.R,  15188,  amended,  providing  a  criminal  penalty  for  shooting  at  certain 
animals  from  an  aircraft.  pp0  H11257-9 

H.R.  17436,  with  amendment,  providing  for  a  National  Envi ronmen ta 1  Data 
System,  pp.  H11259-62 

H.R,  19576,  amended,  establishing  the  National  Advisory  Committee  on  the 
Oceans  and  Atmosphere0  pp.  H11262-4 

3«  TARIFFS,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  reported  with  amendment,  H.R,  7626, 

amending  the  Tariff  Schedules  with  respect  to  the  tariff  classification  of 
certain  sugars,  sirups,  and  molasses  (H,  Rept.  91-1674),  p*  H11298 

4,  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION,  Vacated  previous  action  of  passing  and  laying  on  the  table 

of  H,R,  19504;  subsequently  repassed  bill,  pp,  H11147 

5,  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Rep,  Findley  warned  of  possible  retaliation  against  soybean 

exports  if  trade  bill  passes,  pp.  H11285-6 

6,  CHARLES  B.  SHUMAN.  Rep.  Findley  paid  tribute  to  Mr,  Charles  B.  Shuman  upon 

his  retirement  as  President  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  p. 

H11286 

7,  REP.  POAGE.  Rep,  Cabell  joined  in  honoring  Chairman  Poage  upon  the  announcement 

of  the  building  of  the  "Bob  Poage  Land  Technology  Center"  on  the  Texas 
State  Technical  Institute  campus  in  Waco,  Texas,  pp.  H11286 

SENATE 

8,  APPROPRIATIONS;  WATER  BANK  ACT;  WILDLIFE  &  WATER  FOWL.  Passed  without  amendment 

and  cleared  for  the  President: 

H.R.  19830,  FY  1971  Appropriations  for  HUD;  and 

H.R.  15770,  to  preserve  and  improve  wildlife  habitat  (Water  Bank  Act), 
pp.  S19521-59;  S19485-6 
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Summary  of  Major  Changes  in  the  Department  of 

Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  — 

Conference  Report, 


Agricultural  conservation  program.  The  conferees  authorized  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  program  at  the  $195.5  million  level  and  increased  administrative 
expenses  of  ASCS  by  $14.5  million  to  carry  out  the  program.  The  conference 
report  includes  the  following  language: 

MThe  conferees  agreed  to  call  on  the  Department  to  announce  the 
1971  program,  which  should  have  been  announced  months  ago, 
including  therein  all  programs,  practices  and  procedures  avail¬ 
able  in  the  calendar  year  1970  program  except  for  such  changes 
as  may  be  recommended  by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by 
the  State  committee. 

"The  conferees  have  not  included  compulsory  instructions  in  the  Act, 
as  in  the  past,  choosing  rather  to  rely  on  the  good  faith  of  the 
Department  in  carrying  out  these  provisions. 

Dairy  indemnity  payments.  The  conferees  provided  $250,000  for  indemnity 
payments  for  dairy  farmers  as  authorized  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1970. 

The  appropriation  does  not  provide  for  payments  to  processors  as  authorized 
in  the  Agricultural  Act. 

Neat  and  Poultry  inspection.  The  conferees  provided  the  amount  requested 
by  the  Department  for  meat  and  poultry  inspection . and  deleted  the  $10  million 
provided  by  the  Senate  for  additional  grants  to  States  meeting  Federal 
standards  in  meat  inspection  programs.  The  language  which  would  have 
permitted  meat  inspected  by  such  State  plants  to  move  in  interstate  commerce 
was  also  deleted. 

Food  stamp  program:  The  conferees  added  $170  million  to  the  Department's 
request  for  the  food  stamp  program,  making  a  total  of  $1,420  million 
available  in  1971.  However,  they  retained  the  proviso  that  the  amount 
appropriated  is  available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  authorized 
by  law  for  the  fiscal  year  1971. 

Child  feeding  programs.  The  conferees  provided  the  total  amount  requested 
for  the  child  feeding  programs,  including  the  $211.8  million  requested 
in  the  budget  amendment.  In  addition,  they  included  $104  million  for  the 
Special  Milk  Program. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration.  The  conferees  added  $15  million 
for  electric  loans  and  $5  million  for  telephone  loans  to  the  Department’s 
request.  In  addition,  the  conference  report  included  the  following 
language  with  regard  to  the  deferment  of  principal  repayments  on  electric 
loans  to  enable  cooperatives  to  invest  in  the  National  Rural  Utilities 
Cooperative  Finance  Corporation: 
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"The  Conferees  are  in  agreement  that  there  is  authority  in  Sections 
4  and  12  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  to  follow  both  the  House 
and  Senate  Committee  recommendations,  and  that  the  Administrator, 
where  he  finds  the  financial  condition  of  a  borrower  is  sound  and 
where  the  Government's  interest  is  adequately  safeguarded,  may,  in 
exercising  such  authority,  proceed  as  follox^s;  (a)  by  deferment  of 
repayments  of  principal  on  outstanding  loans  for  a  period  of  three 
years  in  addition  to  any  previous  periods  of  deferment;  and  (b) 
by  deferment  of  repayment  of  principal  on  new  loans  made  after  the 
date  of  this  report  for  a  period  of  three  years  in  addition  to  the 
deferment  period  normally  granted  on  new  loans  under  preexisting 
practice.  Such  deferments  may  be  made  to  meet  local  needs  or  where 
desired  by  REA  electrification  borrowers  to  voluntarily  invest 
amounts  equivalent  to  the  amounts  of  principal  to  be  so  deferred 
in  securities  of  the  National  Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Finance 
Corporation.  It  is  expected  by  the  Conferees  that  the  REA 
Administrator  will  report  to  the  House  and  Senate  Committees 
actions  taken  by  the  REA  Administrator  pursuant  hereto  when  the 
appears  before  the  Committees  to  be  heard  on  appropriations  for 
REA  for  fiscal  year  1972." 

Soil  Conservation  Service.  The  conferees  added  $50  thousand  to  the 
Department’s  request  to  staff  new  SCS  districts;  added  $632  thousand  for 
watershed  planning  activities;  added  $1,722,000  for  watershed  works 
improvement;  added  $500  thousand  for  the  Great  Plains  program;  added 
$400  thousand  and  agreed  on  15  new  planning  starts  for  the  resource 
conservation  development  program;  and  retained  language  added  by  the 
House  which  enables  SCS  to  jointly  carry  out  flood  prevention  measures 
with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  lands  under  army  jurisdiction  and  allows 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  reimburse  local  organizations  for  sites 
for  structures  in  these  areas. 

Water  and  sewer  loans  and  grants.  The  conferees  increased  direct  water 
and  sewer  loans  by  $57.5  million,  from  $40  million  to  $97.5  million. 

They  increased  water  and  sewer  grants  from  $24  million  to  $100  million. 

Agricultural  Research  Service.  The  conferees  increased  the  research 
appropriation  by  $10.2  million  over  the  budget  estimate.  Major  items  of 
increase  were  for  staffing  and  equipping  newly  completed  research 
laboratories,  +$4.8  million;  research  on  non-chemical  means  of  pest 
control,  +$1  million;  and  for  construction  at  Temple,  Texas,  Clay  Center, 
Nebraska,  Orono,  Maine,  Corvallis,  Oregon  and  Puyallup,  Washington,  and 
planning  at  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana,  +$4.6  million.  Other  increases  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  conferees  for  research  were  more  than  offset  by  decreases 
in  items  requested  by  the  Department.  The  conferees  agreed  that  the 
Department  should  move  as  rapidly  as  possible  to  staff  the  pesticides 
laboratories  and  directed  the  Department  to  seek  relief  from  personnel 
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limitations  in  order  that  this  staffing  may  take  place  without  impairing 
other  programs  of  the  Department.  The  conferees  adopted  the  House 
language  which  said  that  $200,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  for  research 
shall  be  available  for  matching  funds  utilized  for  research  on  cotton 
seed  proteins  under  the  Cotton  Research  and  Promotion  Act.  The  conferees 
also  retained  the  language  which  requires  that  we  formulate  a  budget 
estimate  for  1972  which  includes  funds  for  the  full  staffing  of  the 
pesticides  research  facilities. 

Rural  development.  The  conferees  did  not  provide  any  of  the  $10,400,000 
requested  for  the  Extension  Service  for  rural  development  work.  However, 
it  provided  $3  million  of  the  $5  million  requested  for  rural  development 
research  for  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service. 

General  Administration.  The  conferees  provided  funds  for  rural  development 
work  in  the  appropriation  for  General  Administration  instead  of  through 
a  separate  appropriation  for  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  as 
had  been  proposed  by  the  House.  The  Senate  also  provided  for  a  direct 
appropriation  in  General  Administration  for  equal  opportunity  work  instead 
of  providing  these  funds  through  the  Working  Capital  Fund  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Limitation  on  price  support  payments.  The  conferees  deleted  the  $20,000 
payment  limitation  which  had  been  added  by  the  Senate. 
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AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  FISCAL  YEAR  1971 


December  7,  1970.— Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  of  Conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.R.  17923] 

The  Committee  of  Conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  17923) 
“making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes,”  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  5,  9,  11,  12, 
16,  17,  24,  38,  39,  52“  and  59. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  6,  7,  8,  13,  14,  19,  25,  27,  28,  29,  30,  31,  32, 
33,  34,  37,  41,  42,  46,  47,  48,  51,  54,  55,  56,  58,  60,  and  61,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $151 ,638,000) 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

,  except  that  $200,000  of  the  foregoing  amount  shall  he  available  for  match¬ 
ing  with  funds  utilized  for  research  on  cottonseed  proteins  under  public 
law  89-502,  and ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 68,7+76,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $128,507 ,000) 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 6,066,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 15,855,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 14,276,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22: 

That  the  House  recede  from  it  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 14,926,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 17 ,796,800 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,675 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  35 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1,420,- 
000,000;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $24,273,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  40: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  40,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $250,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  43 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  43,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert ,  and  in 
addition,  $3 ,434,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriation, 
“Food  Stamp  Program ”  and  merged  with  this  Appropriation;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  44: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  44,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $3,588,650; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  45: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  45,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $3,764,750; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  49 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  49,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $337 ,000,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  50 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  50,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $128,800,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  53 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  53,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 103,000,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  57 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  57,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 86,000,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  62 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  62,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4, 204,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  3. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

George  E.  Shipley, 

Frank  E.  Evans, 

George  Mahon, 

Odin  Langen, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Mark  Andrews, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Roman  L.  Hruska, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Hiram  L.  Fong, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1971,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  ot  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments; 
namely: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Title  I — General  Activities 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  1:  Appropriates  $151,633,000  for  research  instead 
of  $146,143,200  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $160,446,200  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate.  The  following  tabulation  lists  the  changes  from 
the  House  bill  agreed  to  by  the  conferees: 


1.  Improved  methods  for  control  of  mastitis  in  dairy  cattle _  +$150,  000 

2.  Research  to  control  the  golden  nematode _  +73,  000 

3.  Pollution  research  concerned  with  animal  waste  management.  +365,  800 

4.  Staffing  and  equipping  research  laboratories _  +820,  000 

a.  Cotton  cost-of-production  laboratories: 


Phoenix,  Ariz _  +$80,  000 

Stoneville,  Miss _  +45,  000 

College  Station,  Tex _  +65,  000 

b.  Georgetown,  Del.  (poultry) _  +75,  000 

c.  Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.  (nutrition) _  +25,  000 

d.  Athens,  Ga.  (utilization  research  lab) _  +195,  000 

e.  Adjustment  for  delays  in  staffing _  +335,  000 


5.  Cooperative  research  program  on  cotton _  —800,  000 

6.  Increased  pay  costs _  +161,000 

7.  Cooperative  research  on  aphid-borne  diseases  in  Northwest _  +35,  000 

8.  Soil  and  water  air-plant  research  with  the  University  of 

Florida _  +65,000 

9.  Cooperative  research  on  tobacco  in  North  Carolina -  +35,  000 

10.  Research  on  overseas  transportation  and  field  handling  of 

fruits  and  vegetables _  +25,000 

11.  Wholesaling  and  retailing  research _  +35,  000 

12.  Research  on  dairy  cattle: 

a.  Reproductive  and  food  efficiency _  +35,  000 

b.  Dairy  herd  improvement _  +35,000 

13.  Research  on  flowers  and  related  ornamentals -  +70,  000 

14.  Research  on  horticulture  specialty  crops  at  University  of  West 

Virginia _  +25,  000 

15.  Acceleration  of  most  essential  research  on  sheep  production  by 

contract  or  grant _  +  100,  000 

16.  Cooperative  research  program  on  the  dog  fly - -  +35,  000 

17.  Research  on  temporarjr  storage  of  high  moisture  feed  grains. _  +35,  000 

18.  Research  on  fowl  cholera  in  turkeys _  +35,  000 
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19.  Investigation  of  mosaic-resistant  and  cold-tolerant  sugarcane 

varieties,  Houma,  La _  +$40,  000 


20.  Research  on  nonchemical  means  of  pest  control _  +1,  000,  000 

21.  Medical  research  on  horses _  +35,  000 

22.  Facilities,  construction: 

a.  Completion  of  phase  I  construction,  U.S.  Animal 

Research  Center,  Clay  Center,  Nebr _  +1,  800,  000 

b.  Modernization  of  Northeast  Soil  and  Water  Conserva¬ 

tion  Facility,  Orono,  Maine _  +600,  000 

c.  Enlargement  of  research  facilities  for  horticultural 

specialty  crops  in  Northwest;  Corvallis,  Oreg.,  and 

Puyallup,  Wash _  +600,  000 

2.3.  Facilities,  planning:  Soil  and  water  research  facility,  Baton 

Rouge,  La _  +80,  000 


Net  addition  over  the  House  bill _  +5,  489,  800 


Although  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills  included  the  same  dollar  / 
amount,  the  conferees  agreed  to  the  addition  of  the  words  "and  sheep”,  ' 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  to  the  explanation  of  the  budgeted  total  of 
$1,328,800  to  improve  quality,  reproductive  and  feeding  efficiency  of 
beef.  In  addition,  it  was  agreed  that  such  research  performed  should 
not  duplicate  research  conducted  under  item  15  in  the  above  listing. 

With  regard  to  laboratory  staffing,  the  conferees,  in  recognition  of 
the  lateness  of  the  appropriation  bill,  agreed  to  the  total  amount 
provided  in  the  House  bill  for  the  pesticide  laboratories  at  Gainesville, 
Florida;  Savannah,  Georgia;  Stone ville,  Mississippi;  Durant,  Okla¬ 
homa;  and  College  Station,  Texas.  However,  it  was  agreed  that  the 
Department  should  move  as  rapidly  as  possible  toward  full  staffing  for 
these  laboratories  in  the  recognition  of  language  provided  by  Senate 
amendment  number  4.  The  conferees  also  direct  the  Department  to  seek 
relief  from  its  currently  restrictive  personnel  limitations  in  order  that 
this  important  staffing  may  take  place  without  impairing  other  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department. 

The  conferees  passed  over  without  prejudice  the  Senate  additions 
for  the  planning  of  the  North-Central  Dairy  Cattle  Management  and 
Forage  Research  Laboratory  and  for  the  elimination  of  the  Med¬ 
iterranean  fruit  fly  and  melon  fly  from  Hawaii.  The  conferees  agreed  | 
that  with  regard  to  the  latter  program,  the  Department  should  be 
prepared  to  fully  report  to  the  respective  committees  as  to  the  progress, 
planning,  and  feasibility  of  experiments  to  eliminate  the  Mediterranean 
fruit  fly  and  melon  fly  from  Hawaii. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  funds  should  be  released  from  the  con¬ 
tingency  research  fund  for  research  on  peanuts,  including  black  hull 
disease  and  molds  in  the  Southwest. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Restores  House  language  amended  to  provide 
that  of  the  total  funds  provided  for  research,  $200,000  shall  be  made 
available  for  research  on  production  of  products  from  cottonseed 
proteins  contingent  on  matching  with  funds  available  to  the  Cotton 
Board  under  the  Cotton  Research  Promotion  Act.  This  is  in  lieu  of 
the  $1  million  provided  by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Reported  in  technical  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  provide 
$4,580,000  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  plans,  construction, 
and  improvement  of  research  facilities  as  outlined  above  under 
Amendment  No.  1. 


H.  Rept.  91-1680 


7 


Amendment  No.  4:  Inserts  language,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
pertaining  to  the  formulation  of  budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1972 
for  the  pesticides  research  program. 

Amendment  No.  5:  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — 
Provides  $98,619,750  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $99,369,750 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  total  allowed  includes  the  following 
changes  from  the  House  bill:  an  increase  of  $250,000  for  the  hog 
cholera  eradication  program  and  $250,000  for  pesticide  regulation,  and 
a  decrease  of  $500,000  in  the  contingency  fund. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Provides  $1,500,000  for  the  contingency  fund 
reserved  for  control  of  emergenci*  outbreaks  of  insects,  plant  diseases, 
and  animal  diseases  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  7:  Appropriates  $61,390,000  for  payments  and 
expenses  under  the  Hatch  Act  for  research  in  rural  development  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $58,390,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Provides  $4,412,000  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  grants  as  proposed  b}-  the  Senate  instead  of  $4,012,000  as 
proposed  in  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  9:  Provides  $2,000,000  for  contracts  and  grants 
for  scientific  research  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $3,350,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Provides  a  total  of  $68,476,000  instead  of 
$65,076,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $69,826,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  11:  Deletes  language  inserted  by  the  Senate  pro¬ 
viding  $10,400,000  for  rural  development  work  provided  for  in  amend¬ 
ment  7. 

Amendment  No.  12:  Provides  for  total  payments  of  $140,031,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $150,431,000  as  proposed  bv* 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13:  Provides  $12,932,600  for  retirement  and  em¬ 
ployees’  compensation  costs  for  extension  agents  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $13,515,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $1,684,000  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,649,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  15:  Appropriates  $128,507,000  for  conservation 
operations  instead  of  $128,557,000  as  proposed  bj’  the  House  and 
$128,457,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  restoration  of  $50,000 
will  be  used  to  staff  new  districts, 

Amendment  Nos.  16  and  17:  Restore  language  proposed  by  the 
House. 
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Amendment  No.  18:  Appropriates  $6,066,000  for  watershed  planning 
instead  of  $6,698,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $5,434,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Appropriates  $76,000,000  for  watershed  works 
of  improvement  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $74,278,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $15,855,000  for  the  Great  Plains 
conservation  program  instead  of  $15,355,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $16,355,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $14,276,000  for  resource  con¬ 
servation  and  development  instead  of  $13,876,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $14,676,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  are 
in  agreement  on  the  authorization  of  15  new  planning  starts. 


ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE  I 

Amendment  No.  22:  Appropriates  $14,926,000  instead  of  $14,592,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $16,228,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  increase  provided  over  the  House  bill  includes  $207,000 
for  better  forecasting  and  measures  of  farm  income  and  $127,000  for 
investigation  of  impact  of  world  agricultural  development  and  ad¬ 
justment  on  U.S.  foreign  trade.  The  conferees  are  also  in  agreement 
that  added  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  the  latter  investigation 
within  available  funds. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 


Amendment  No.  23:  Appropriates  $17,796,800  for  salaries  and 
expenses  instead  of  $17,7 16,800  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$17,874,800  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  over  the  House 
bill  is  for  preparation  of  an  updated  farm  operators  expenditure 
survey.  In  addition,  the  conferees  are  in  agreement  that  within 
available  funds  added  emphasis  shall  be  placed  on  research  to  improve 
agricultural  statistics,  remote  sensing,  and  analysis  of  horticultural 
statistics. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 


i 


Amendment  No.  24:  Appropriates  $149,247,000  for  consumer 
protective,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $159,247,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  de¬ 
letes  language  inserted  by  the  Senate  pertaining  to  interstate  ship¬ 
ment  of  meat  inspected  by  approved  State  inspection  systems. 
The  House  conferees  concur  in  the  Senate  report  in  regard  to  market 
news  and  grade  standards  on  ornamental  crops  including  continued 
industry  contributions. 

Amendment  No.  25:  Deletes  language  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Appropriates  $1,675,000  for  payments  to 
States  and  possessions  instead  of  $1,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,750,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


FOOD  AND  NUTRITION  SERVICE 

Amendment  Nos.  27-34:  Provides  a  direct  appropriation  of  $301,- 
974,000  for  child  nutrition  programs  and  language  provisions  pursuant 
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to  Public  Law  91-248  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $90,395,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  In  addition,  $238,358,000  shall  be  available 
by  transfer  from  section  32  funds,  as  provided  in  both  bills.  This  will 
provide  a  total  of  $540,332,000  in  appropriated  funds  for  the  programs 
for  fiscal  year  1971. 

Amendment  No.  35:  Appropriates  $1,420,000,000  for  the  food 
stamp  program  instead  of  $1,250,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$1,750,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  with  a  language  provision 
restricting  the  expenditure  of  funds  to  the  amounts  authorized  by  law. 
Currently  authorized  is  a  total  of  $770  million  through  January  31, 
1971  pending  final  action  on  a  new  authorization  bill. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  36:  Appropriates  $24,273,000  tor  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  instead  of  $24,023,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $24,773,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  37 :  Provides  a  direct  appropriation  of  $150,000,000 
for  administrative  expenses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$152,690,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  38:  Deletes  language  inserted  by  the  Senate  per¬ 
taining  to  price  support  payments  in  view  of  the  final  action  on  the  1970 
farm  bill  (Public  Law  91-524). 

Amendment  No.  39  -.Agricultural  conservation  'program— Establishes 
a  1971  program  of  $195,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  ot 
$190,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  call  on  the  Department  to  announce  the 
1971  program,  which  should  have  been  announced  months  ago,  in¬ 
cluding  therein  all  programs,  practices  and  procedures  available  in  the 
calendar  year  1970  program  such  changes  as  may  be  recommended 
by  the  county  committee  and  approved  by  the  State  committee. 

The  conferees  have  not  included  compulsory  instructions  m  the 
Act,  as  in  the  past,  choosing  rather  to  rely  on  the  good  faith  of  the 
Department  in  carrying  out  these  provisions. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  conferees  considered  the  fact  that  ALP 
is  the  best  program  for  fighting  pollution  at  its  source.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  reports  that  about  85%  of  the  funds  were  related  to  pollution 
control  and  abatement.  Typical  is  the  fact  that  ACP  has  shared  costs 
with  the  farmer  in  the  construction  of  2  million  sediment  and  v  atei 
holding  structures. 

Amendment  No.  40 :  Appropriates  $250,000  for  indemnity  payments 
to  dairy  farmers  in  lieu  of  $500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  41:  Deletes  House  language  providing  a  separate 
appropriation  of  $230,000  for  salaries  and  expenses.  A  like  amount  for 
overall  coordination  and  direction  of  the  program  is  included  under 
the  appropriation  “General  administration.” 


H.  Rei>t.  91-16S0 


10 


OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Amendment  Nos.  42  and  43:  Appropriate  $12,412,000  for  salaries 
and  expenses  and  provide  for  transfer  of  $3,434,000  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Food  stamp  program”  instead  of  a  direct  appropriation  of 
$15,378,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  a  direct  appropriation  of 
$12,412,000  and  a  transfer  of  not  less  than  $3,434,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  44:  Appropriates  $3,588,650  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  instead  of  $3,508,650  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,748,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

Amendment  No.  45:  Appropriates  $3,764,750  instead  of  $3,614,750 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,914,750  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES 

Amendment  No.  46:  Appropriates  $3,459,000  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,384,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  47:  Appropriates  $6,058,000  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,559,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  48:  Deletes  House  language,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Title  II— Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  49:  Provides  loan  authorization  of  $337  million  for 
electrification  loans  instead  of  $322  million  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $352  million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  Conferees  have  considered  the  differences  in  the  language 
contained  in  the  House  and  Senate  Committee  reports  recommending 
that  the  REA  Administrator  defer  repayments  of  principal  on  certain 
rural  electrification  loans.  After  careful  consideration  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General’s  letter,  dated  September  28,  1970,  addressed  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Conferees  are  in  agreement  that  there  is 
authority  in  Sections  4  and  12  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  to 
follow  both  the  House  and  Senate  Committee  recommendations,  and 
that  the  Administrator,  where  he  finds  the  financial  condition  of  a 
borrower  is  sound  and  where  the  Government’s  interest  is  adequately 
safeguarded,  may,  in  exercising  such  authority,  proceed  as  follows : 
(a)  by  deferment  of  repayments  of  principal  on  outstanding  loans  for 
a  period  of  three  years  in  addition  to  any  previous  periods  of  defer¬ 
ment;  and  (b)  by  deferment  of  repayment  of  principal  on  new  loans 
made  after  the  date  of  this  report  for  a  period  of  three  years  in  addition 
to  the  deferment  period  normally  granted  on  new  loans  under  pre¬ 
existing  practice.  Such  deferments  may  be  made  to  meet  local  needs 
or  where  desired  by  REA  electrification  borrowers  to  voluntarily 
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invest  amounts  equivalent  to  the  amounts  of  principal  to  be  so  de¬ 
ferred  in  securities  of  the  National  Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Finance 
Corporation.  It  is  expected  by  the  Conferees  that  the  REA  Adminis¬ 
trator  will  report  to  the  House  and  Senate  Committees  actions  taken 
by  the  REA  Administrator  pursuant  hereto  when  he  appears  before 
the  Committees  to  be  heard  on  appropriations  for  REA  for  fiscal 
year  1972. 

Amendment  No.  50:  Provides  loan  authorization  of  $128.8  million 
for  rural  telephone  loans  instead  of  $123.8  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $138.8  million  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  51:  Deletes  House  language  providing  for  a  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  of  $20  million. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Appropriates  $14,613,000  for  salaries  and 
expenses  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $14,896,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  53:  Direct  loan  account. — Authorizes  $103,000,000 
for  real  estate  loans  instead  of  $83,000,000  as  proposed  bj-  the  House 
and  $123,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  of  $20,000,- 
000  over  the  House  bill  is  for  water  and  waste  disposal  loans. 

Amendment  No.  54:  Rural  housing  insurance  fund. — Authorizes 
$19,000,000  for  direct  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  55:  Mutual  and  self-help  housing. — Appropriates 
$775,000  for  grants  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,125,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  56:  Self-help  housing  land  development  fund. — 
Appropriates  $400,000  for  direct  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  57:  Appropriates  $86,000,000  for  salaries  and 
expenses  instead  of  $81,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$87,250,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  58:  Provides  transfer  of  not  more  than  $2,250,000 
from  insurance  funds  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $3,250,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  59:  Restores  House  language  providing  that  not 
more  than  $250,000  shall  be  available  for  administration  of  Public 
Law  91-229. 

Title  III — Corporations 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Amendment  Nos.  60  and  61:  Provide  reimbursement  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  net  realized  losses  in  the  fiscal  year  1969 
of  $3,113,156,331  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,863,156,331 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  a  total  restoration  of  $3,363,155,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,113,155,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Title  IV— Related  Agencies 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  62:  Provides  limitation  of  $4,204,000  on  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  instead  of  $4,054,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$4,226,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Conference  Total— With  Comparisons 

The  total  new  budget  (obligational)  authority  for  the  fiscal  year 
1971  recommended  by  the  Committee  of  Conference,  with  comparisons 


to  the  fiscal  year  1970  total,  the  1971  budget  estimate  total,  and  the 
House  and  Senate  bills  follows: 

Amounts 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority,  fiscal  year  1970 _ $8,  083,  596,  150 

Budget  estimates  of  new  (obligational)  authority,  fiscal  year 

1971  (including  $216,579,000  not  considered  by  House) _  7,  748,  354,  500 

House  bill,  fiscal  year  1971 _  7,  450,  188,  150 

Senate  bill,  fiscal  year  1971 _  8,  475,  935,  100 

Conference  agreement _  8,  090,  856,  550 

Conference  agreement  compared  with: 

New  budget  (obligational)  authority,  fiscal  year  1970 _  +7,  260,  400 

Budget  estimates  of  new  (obligational)  authority  (as 

amended),  fiscal  year  1971 _  +342,  502,  050 

House  bill,  fiscal  3^ear  1971 _ +640,  668,  400 

Senate  bill,  fiscal  year  1971 _  —385,  078,  550 
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struction,  of  private  capital  formation  needed 
for  productivity. 

The  effects  of  these  basic  changes  In  eco¬ 
nomic  policy  can  already  be  seen  in  the 
'  rong  upsurge  in  housing  starts,  the  rapid 
expansion  of  State  and  local  bond  financing, 
ancrohe  strong  market  for  corporate  debt  fi- 
nancmig.  Along  with  unusually  large  spend¬ 
ing  potential  by  consumers,  these  signs  all 
point  t<Nhe  expansion  ahead. 

But  thX  government  has  a  responsibility 
to  do  moret  this  is  what  we  are  doing  to 
help  the  ecotejmy  along  the  path  that  will 
get  us  back  tccfull  employment  as  rapidly  as 
possible,  while  Continuing  to  make  progress 
against  inflation' 

First,  we  plan  Cair  budget  on  the  basis 
that  it  would  be  balanced  if  we  were  at  full 
employment  and  the  Vonomy  were  produc¬ 
ing  full  revenues,  not  \hen  the  economy  is 
below  that  point.  Our  budget  policy  will  be 
responsible  in  holding  down  inflation  and 
responsive  in  encouraging  expansion. 

Second,  as  the  economy  rises  toward  full 
employment,  more  money  wilKbe  required 
to  do  the  nation’s  business.  Thevamount  of 
business  to  be  done  will  rise  steacmy,  and  we 
shall  need  a  rate  of  expansion  of  the  supply 
of  money  and  credit  to  do  the  job  pteperly. 
I  have  been  assured  by  Dr.  Arthur  ^urns 
that  the  independent  Federal  Reserve  System 
will  provide  fully  for  the  increasing  mone¬ 
tary  needs  of  the  economy.  I  am  confident 
that  this  commitment  will  be  kept. 

Third,  we  look  to  a  continuation  of  the 
strong  revival  of  housing  construction  to 
be  a  leading  force  in  the  upward  movement 
of  the  economy.  Housing  starts  have  been  ris¬ 
ing  strongly  this  year  and  surged  ahead 
almost  20  %  in  the  last  quarter.  The  programs 
of  government,  which  profoundly  affect  the 
rate  of  housing  construction,  will  continue 
to  be  directed  to  assure  that  the  pent-up 
demand  for  housing  in  America  is  met. 

As  we  take  these  actions  to  produce  a 
vigorous  and  orderly  expansion,  this  is  what 
we  are  doing  to  strengthen  resistance  to  in¬ 
flation  : 

We  have  arranged  for  a  series  of  Inflation 
Alerts  and  established  the  National  Com¬ 
mission  on  Productivity  to  enable  labor, 
business  and  the  public  to  cooperate  in  im¬ 
proving  efficiency  and  cutting  costs. 

We  have  also  set  up  procedures  to  change 
some  government  regulations  that  contrib¬ 
ute  to  higher  prices.  These  are  not  moves 
toward  controls;  on  the  contrary,  these  are 
moves  away  from  the  kind  of  government 
controls  that  cause  artificial  market  short- i 
ages. 

Take,  for  example,  the  recent  increase  A>t 
25 1  per  barrel  in  the  price  of  crude  oil/ac¬ 
companied  by  increases  in  prices  of  gasoline 
and,  later,  Jet  fuel. 

Up  to  now,  State  restrictions  on /produc¬ 
tion  on  Federal  offshore  leases  Jfave  held 
down  the  supply  of  crude  oil. 

I  have  been  informed  by  thaf  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  that 
these  restrictions  are  not  necessary  for  na¬ 
tional  security;  moreover,  they  actually  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  freedorpr  of  our  domestic 
market  system. 

I  have  today  directed' the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  to  assume  complete  regulating  respon¬ 
sibility  for  conservation  and  production  of 
oil  and  gas  on  all  Bederal  offshore  lands.  This 
means  that  more  oil  will  be  produced  on 
those  lands,  while  maintaining  strict  envir¬ 
onmental  standards. 

I  have  also  directed  that  companies  im¬ 
porting  Canadian  oil  be  permitted  to  use 
their  ov^seas  allocation  for  the  purchase 
of  more/fcrude  oil  from  Canada. 

Taken  together,  these  actions  will  increase 
the  supply  of  oil  and  can  be  expected  to  help 
restrain  the  increase  of  oil  and  gasoline 
prices. 

'Let  us  look  at  the  other  side  of  the  coin — 
at  the  wage  side — to  see  where  government 


leadership  can  help  hold  down  costs  and 
prices. 

The  problem  in  the  construction  industry, 
for  example,  illustrates  the  need  for  that 
leadership.  When  you  have  an  industry  in 
which  one  out  of  three  negotiations  has  led 
to  a  strike;  when  construction  wage  settle¬ 
ments  are  more  than  double  the  national 
average  for  all  manufacturing,  at  a  time 
when  many  construction  workers  are  cut  of 
work,  then  something  is  basically  wrong  with 
that  industry’s  bargaining  process. 

What  can  be  done  about  it? 

For  one  thing,  the  structure  of  bargaining 
must  be  changed.  As  it  is  now,  the  craft- 
by-craft,  city-by-city  pattern  only  guaran¬ 
tees  instability.  What  is  called  for  is  more 
consolidated  bargaining,  on  an  area  or  re¬ 
gional  scope.  What  is  needed  is  a  bargaining 
process  that  will  preserve  the  integrity  of 
each  bargaining  unit  while  it  provides  a  new 
base  for  stability  and  fairness. 

I  have  directed  the  Construction  Industry 
Collective  Bargaining  Commission  to  take 
the  initiative  in  working  out  these  changes 
with  leaders  of  management  and  labor.  If 
the  Commission  determines  that  legislation 
is  required,  it  will  be  proposed. 

In  today’s  economy,  about  the  only  thii 
greater  than  the  problem  of  the  construcrion 
industry  is  the  potential  of  the  construction 
industry.  The  men  who  are  building  this 
nation  work  in  a  field  with  a  greayfuture, 
and  one  in  which  the  Federal  government — 
ith  its  expanded  housing  programs  and  its 
;hway  programs — will  be  a  ^riving  force 

foi\growth. 

time  is  now  for  the  construction  trades 
and  flte  construction  industry  to  face  up  to 
reality-Ha  reality  where  strikes  and  costs  are 
limiting  its  own  future/The  Federal  stake 
in  the  construction  industry  is  enormous. 
Unless  the  industry  /Wants  government  to 
intervene  inNyage  Negotiations  on  Federal 
projects  to  protect/ the  public  interest,  the 
moment  is  hereNdr  labor  and  management 
to  make  their  own  reforms. 

If  business  and  ikjpor  expect  public  policy 
to  help  stimulate  real,  expansion,  then  busi¬ 
ness  and  laroor  should-,  be  prepared  to  offer 
the  publig  some  real  help  in  curbing  in¬ 
flation.  /  \ 

In  discussing  this  problem,  however,  let 
us  r^ognize  that  no  one  industry  and  no 
oneyfeide  of  the  bargaining  tabi^can  be  made 
the  scapegoat  for  rising  prices.  There  is 
'**ame  enough  to  go  around,  and  the  past 
ilicies  of  government  bear  their  full  share 
of  that  blame.  But  recriminations  arie^  buck- 
passinig  will  not  help;  what  is  needed  how  is 
the  firm  acceptance  of  the  fact  that  fighting 
inflation  is  everybody’s  business.  \ 

The  decisions  of  business  and  labor  abou| 
prices  and  wages  must  be  formed  by  the  eco¬ 
nomic  facts  of  life.  The  most  basic  of  these 
facts  is  that  we  cannot  receive  more  real 
income  than  we  turn  out  in  real  goods  and 
services.  When  profits  and  wages  are  rising 
faster  than  productivity,  prices  will  also  be 
rising. 

Because  of  our  campaign  against  inflation, 
we  now  have  an  opportunity  to  break  the 
vicious  circle  of  wage-price  escalation,  As 
you  know,  productivity  is  once  again  on  the 
rise.  As  a  result,  production  costs  are  rising 
less  rapidly. 

Government  has  done  its  part  to  hold  the 
line.  This  is  the  critical  moment,  then,  for 
business  and  labor  to  make  a  special  effort 
to  exercise  restraint  in  price  and  wage  de¬ 
cisions. 

This  is  the  moment  for  labor  and  manage¬ 
ment  to  stop  freezing  into  wage  settlement 
and  price  actions  any  expectation  that  in¬ 
flation  will  continue  in  the  future  at  its 
peak  rate  of  the  past.  Any  wage  or  price 
decision  that  makes  that  flat  and  irreversible 
assumption  of  a  high  rate  of  inflation  ahead 
is  against  the  public  interest  and  against  the 
real  interest  of  the  workingman. 


There  is  also  the  moment,  with  produc¬ 
tivity  newly  on  the  rise,  for  businesyto  take 
a  hard  new  look  at  its  pricing  policies,  and 
to  pass  along  to  the  consumer  ity/avings  in 
production  costs. 

Let  us  look  beyond  our  immediate  concerns 
to  the  deeper  strengths  a nu  longer-range 
goals  of  the  American  economy. 

Many  people  see  full  employment  and  a 
stable  cost  of  living  as  a  kind  of  tradeoff;  they 
say  we  can  have  one  or  the  other,  but  never 
both  at  the  same  tin The  best  we  can  hope 
for,  they  say,  is  a  “hffiance  of  error” — not  too 
much  unemployment  at  a  time  when  there  is 
not  too  much  inflation. 

That  may  beyr  stage  on  the  way  to  our  goal, 
but  it  is  by  myfneans  the  goal  itself. 

The  American  people  have  a  right  to  expect 
more  than /hat. 

Our  goafi  is  to  achieve  a  combination  of  full 
employment  and  reasonable  price  stability.  I 
am  c^ftfident  we  can  and  will  achieve  that 
goal* 

as  is  why  I  am  confident; 
have  an  abiding  faith  in  the  power  and 
fenius  of  the  American  economic  system.  No 
businessman  can  intelligently  plan  ahead 
without  figuring  in  the  capacity  of  that  eco¬ 
nomic  system  to  meet  the  demands  made 
upon  it  by  the  American  people. 

Taking  the  record  of  American  free  enter¬ 
prise  as  a  guide,  the  most  realistic,  business¬ 
like  view  of  the  future  is  this:  Our  system  can 
deliver  full  employment,  a  stable  dollar  and 
truly  equal  opportunity — all  at  the  same 
time. 

I  know  that  many  businessmen  are  con¬ 
cerned  when  young  people,  including  their 
own  children,  come  to  them  and  say:  “Busi¬ 
ness  is  not  for  me.  I  don’t  want  to  get  in  the 
rat  race;  I  want  to  help  other  peopole.” 

The  paradox  is  this:  Nothing  has  done 
more  to  help  people  in  this  country  and 
people  throughout  the  world  than  the  Amer¬ 
ican  private  economic  system.  Not  organized 
charity,  not  the  most  active  voluntary  orga¬ 
nization,  not  government  itself  can  begin  to 
compare  with  the  benefits  to  people  that 
flow  from  our  unique  combination  of  man¬ 
agement,  capital  and  labor. 

Here  is  a  system  that  has  reduced  the  per¬ 
centage  of  poor  in  this  nation  by  almost  half 
in  the  past  decade  alone;  a  system  in  which 
even  those  on  welfare  receive  more  real  in¬ 
come  than  75%  of  the  people  of  the  world 
will  see  in  their  lifetime. 

Here  is  a  system  that  provides  the  work¬ 
ing  man  with  more  opportunity,  more  real 
income,  more  leisure  time,  more  personal 
freedom  than  any  system  in  the  history  of 
man — and  provides  this  all  at  the  same  time. 

Here  is  a  system  that  has  made  it  possible 
for  the  United  States  to  distribute  140  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  aid  to  the  rest  of  the  world 
;ince  the  end  of  World  War  n — that  makes 
possible  for  us  to  respond  generously  to 
httaian  needs  created  by  an  earthquake  in 
Per'd,  a  flood  in  Romania  or  to  a  cyclone  and 
tidalVave  in  East  Pakistan. 

Andkere  is  a  system  that  makes  possible 
massive\id  to  education,  vital  new  programs 
to  improve  the  health  of  our  people,  and  a 
wide  rangeNpf  efforts  to  protect  and  restore 
our  environment.  A  strong  economy  makes 
us  strong  enough  to  better  our  lives;  a  strong 
economy  makesSys  strong  enough  to  defend 
our  freedom. 

Our  system  produces  wealth.  I  realize  that 
"wealth”  is  a  word  riaat  is  scorned  by  a  lot 
of  people  today. 

But  how  could  we  afford  our  massive  edu¬ 
cational  system  without  the  wealth  produced 
by  the  people  who  make  our  economy  move? 
Where  would  we  get  the  resources  to  care  for 
the  poor,  to  look  after  the  sick,  to  clean  up 
our  air  and  water — if  it  were  >not  for  the 
wealth  generated  by  our  free  economy? 

Too  many  people  make  the  mistake  of 
thinking  that  because  government  iNhe  dis¬ 
tributor  of  so  much  wealth,  governmen\must 
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vbe  the  source  of  that  wealth.  Nothing  could 
5e  farther  from  the  truth. 

fou  cannot  pass  a  law  raising  a  nation’s 
standard  of  living.  You  cannot  legislate  into 
being,  the  resources  to  solve  our  problems. 

On  \he  contrary,  the  only  place  you  can 
turn  toNfor  the  ability  to  help  other  people 
is  that  pi-ace  that  is  so  often  denounced  as 
the  citadel\of  self-interest— the  private  ea 
terprise  syst 

The  next  tiJae  you  hear  someone  running 
that  system  doVn,  the  next  time  you  hear 
the  product  of  that  system  derided  as  “ma 
terial”  or  unworthy\of  man’s  highest  ideas — 
remember  this: 

A  nation  with  the\greatest  social  goals, 
with  the  most  perfect  political  system,  but 
without  a  strong  and  frek  economy  is  like  a 
magnificent  automobile  without  an  engine. 

We  in  America  have  that  engine;  it  is 
something  to  be  proud  of,  n^  ashamed  of 
it  gives  power  to  our  purpose. 

Surely  there  are  many  ways  fhr  that  en¬ 
gine,  that  system,  to  be  improved.  But  let 
us  never  forget  that  what  is  right  about  our 
system  enables  us  to  correct  what  isNvrong. 
The  wealth  produced  by  labor,  management 
and  capital  gives  all  of  us  the  power  to 
noble  our  aims,  to  enrich  our  own  lives 
the  lives  of  our  fellow  men. 

We  are  not  the  only  nation  to  dream  of 
opportunity  with  security,  growth  with  sta¬ 
bility,  freedom  with  justice.  That  “Amer¬ 
ican  dream”  is  not  limited  to  Americans. 

But  we  stand  first  in  the  world  on  the 
road  to  achieving  that  dream,  because  we 
have  created  the  system  that  can  take  us 
there. 

Without  a  strong  economy,  dreams  will 
always  remain  impossible  dreams;  but  with 
the  wealth  that  workingmen  and  business¬ 
men  produce,  we  can  and  we  will  turn  our 
dreams  into  reality. 

To  the  young  person  thinking  of  entering 
business  tomorrow,  as  well  as  to  those  already 
managing  and  working  in  our  free  economic 
system  today,  may  I  point  out  that  a  credo 
for  a  new  prosperity  is  emerging: 

I  believe  the  American  economy  is  strong 
and  growing  stronger,  capable  of  more  than 
doubling  the  real  income  of  each  succeeding 
generation  of  Americans. 

I  believe  American  business  will  respond 
to  the  social  as  well  as  the  economic  demands 
of  the  consumer,  adding  to  the  dignity  and 
security  of  work  as  well  as  the  quality  of  life. 

I  believe  the  greatness  of  America’s  eco¬ 
nomic  system  will  be  judged  by  future  gen¬ 
erations  not  by  how  big  it  gets  but  how  good 
it  is;  not  only  in  the  increased  value  of  its 
investments,  but  in  its  increased  investment 
in  human  values. 

X  believe  that  we  will  build  a  new  pros¬ 
perity  that  will  last;  not  a  period  of  good 
times  between  periods  of  hard  times,  but  a 
steady  prosperity  that  people  can  count  on 
and  plan  for. 

I  believe  that  the  new  prosperity  can  never 
be  gained  at  the  expense  of  one  group  or  an¬ 
other,  but  must  be  newly  shared  at  every 
level  of  our  society  and  among  all  our  people. 

And  this  above  all:  I  believe  that  only  if 
our  economic  system  remains  free  can  we 
achieve  that  combination  of  full  employ¬ 
ment — something  Americans  have  never  en¬ 
joyed  in  this  century — with  price  stability 
that  will  be  the  foundation  of  a  new  pros¬ 
perity  in  a  full  generation  of  peace. 


December  7,  1970 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS— CONFERENCE  RE¬ 

PORT 


Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  appropria¬ 


tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other 
purposes: 


Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  91-1680) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
17923)  “making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows  : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  5,  9,  11,  12,  16,  17,  24,  38, 
39,  52,  and  59. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  4,  6,  7,  8,  13,  14,  19,  25,  27.  28,  29,  30, 
31,  32,  33,  34,  37,  41,  42,  46,  47,  48,  51,  54,  55, 
56,  58,  60,  and  61;  and  agreed  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows;  In 
lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  “$151,633,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “,  except 
that  $200,000  of  the  foregoing  amount  shall 
be  available  for  matching  with  funds 
utilized  for  research  on  cottonseed  proteins 
under  public  law  89-502,  and”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10;  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10;  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$68,476,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows; 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$128,507,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$6,066,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$15,855,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree 
to  the  s£me  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$14,276,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$14,926,000”;:  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 


ment  insert  “$17,796,800”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,675,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,420,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$24,273,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  40 :  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  40,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment  insert:  “$250,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  43 :  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  43,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by 
said  amendment  insert:  ",  and  in  addition, 
$3,434,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from 
appropriation,  “Pood  Stamp  Program”  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  44:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  44,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$3,588,650”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  45:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  45,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$3,764,750”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  49:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  49,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$337,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  50 :  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  50,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$128,800,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  53 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  53,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$103,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  57:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  57,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$86,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  62 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  62,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  “$4,204,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 
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The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  3. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

George  E.  Shipley, 

Frank  E.  Evans, 

George  Mahon, 

Odin  Langen, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Mark  Andrews, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Roman  L.  Hruska, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Hiram  L.  Fong, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  ap¬ 
propriations,  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments;  namely: 

department  of  agriculture 
Title  I — General  activities 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
Amendment  No.  1:  Appropriates  $151,633,- 
000  for  research  instead  of  $146,143,200  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $160,446,200  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  following  tabu¬ 
lation  lists  the  changes  from  the  House  bill 


agreed  to  by  the  conferees: 

1.  Improved  methods  for  con¬ 

trol  of  mastitis  in  dairy 

cattle  _  +$150,000 

2.  Research  to  control  the 

golden  nematode _  +73,  000 

3.  Pollution  research  con¬ 

cerned  with  animal 

waste  management _  +365,  800 

4.  Staffing  and  equipping  re¬ 

search  laboratories _  +820,  000 

a.  Cotton  cost-of-produc- 

tion  laboratories 

Phoenix,  Ariz _  +80,  000 

Stone viile,  Miss _  +45,  000 

College  Station,  Tex _  +65,000 

b.  Georgetown,  Del.  (poul¬ 

try)  -  +75,000 

c.  Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak. 

(nutrition)  _  +25,  000 

d.  Athens,  Ga.  (utilization 

research  lab) _  +195,000 

e.  Adjustment  for  delays 

in  staffing _  +335,  000 

5.  Cooperative  research  pro¬ 

gram  on  cotton _  —800,  000 

6.  Increased  pay  costs _  +161,000 

7.  Cooperative  research  on 

aphid-borne  diseases  in 
Northwest _  +35,000 

8.  Soil  and  water  air-plant  re¬ 

search  with  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Florida _  +65,  000 

9.  Cooperative  research  on 

tobacco  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina  -  +35,000 

10.  Research  on  overseas  trans¬ 

portation  and  field 
handling  of  fruits  and 
vegetables  _  +25,  000 

11.  Wholesaling  and  retailing 

research _  +35,000 


12.  Research  on  dairy  cattle: 

a.  Reproductive  and  food 

efficiency  _  +35,  000 

b.  Dairy  herd  improve¬ 

ment  _  +35,000 

13.  Research  on  flowers  and  re¬ 

lated  ornamentals _  +70,000 

14.  Research  on  horticulture 

specialty  crops  at  Uni¬ 
versity  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  -  +25,000 

1*5.  Acceleration  of  most  essen¬ 
tial  research  on  sheep 
production  by  contract 
or  grant -  + 100,  000 

16.  Cooperative  research  pro¬ 

gram  on  the  dog  fly _  +35,  000 

17.  Research  on  temporary 

storage  of  high  mois¬ 
ture  feed  grains _  +35,  000 

18.  Research  on  fowl  cholera 

in  turkeys _  +35,000 

19.  Investigation  of  mosaic-re¬ 

sistant  and  cold-toler¬ 
ant  sugarcane  varieties, 

Houma,  La _  +40,  000 

20.  Research  on  nonchemical 

means  of  pest  control.  +1,000,000 

21.  Medical  research  on  horses.  +35,000 


22.  Facilities,  construction : 

a.  Completion  of  Phase  I 

construction,  U.S. 

Animal  Research 
Center,  Clay  Center, 

Nebr _  +1,800,000 

b.  Modernization  of  North¬ 

east  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  Facil¬ 
ity,  Orono,  Maine +600,000 

c.  Enlargement  of  research 

facilities  for  horti¬ 
cultural  specialty 
crops  in  Northwest: 

Corvaillis,  Oreg.,  and 


Puyallup,  Wash _  +600,000 

23.  Facilities,  planning:  Soil 
and  water  research  fa¬ 
cility,  Baton  Rouge, 

La _  +80,000 


Net  addition  over  the 

House  bill _  +5,  489,  800 


Although  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills 
included  the  same  dollar  amount,  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  the  addition  of  the  words 
"and  sheep”,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  to 
the  explanation  of  the  budgeted  total  of 
$1,328,800  to  improve  quality,  reproductive 
and  feeding  efficiency  of  beef.  In  addition, 
it  was  agreed  that  such  research  performed 
should  not  duplicate  research  conducted 
under  item  15  in  the  above  listing. 

With  regard  to  laboratory  staffing,  the  con¬ 
ferees,  in  recognition  of  the  lateness  of  the 
appropriation  bill,  agreed  to  the  total  amount 
provided  in  the  House  bill  for  the  pesticide 
laboratories  at  Gainesville,  Florida;  Savan¬ 
nah,  Georgia;  Stoneville,  Mississippi;  Durant, 
Oklahoma;  and  College  Station,  Texas.  How¬ 
ever,  it  was  agreed  that  the  Department 
should  move  as  rapidly  as  possible  toward 
full  staffing  for  these  laboratories  in  the 
recognition  of  language  provided  by  Senate 
amendment  number  4.  The  conferees  also 
direct  the  Department  to  seek  relief  from  its 
currently  restrictive  personnel  limitations  in 
order  that  this  important  staffing  may  take 
place  without  impairing  other  programs  of 
the  Department. 

The  conferees  passed  over  without  prej¬ 
udice  the  Senate  additions  for  the  planning 
of  the  North-Central  Dairy  Cattle  Manage¬ 
ment  and  Forage  Research  Laboratory  and 
for  the  elimination  of  the  Mediterranean 


fruit  fly  and  melon  fly  from  Hawaii.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  that  with  regard  to  the  latter 
program,  the  Department  should  be  prepared 
to  fully  report  to  the  respective  committees 
as  to  the  progress,  planning,  and  feasibility 
of  experiments  to  eliminate  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean  fruit  fly  and  melon  fly  from  Hawaii. 

The  conferees  agreed  that  funds  should  be 
released  from  the  contingency  research  fund 
for  research  on  peanuts,  including  black  hull 
disease  and  molds  in  the  Southwest. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Restores  House  lan¬ 
guage  amended  to  provide  that  of  the  total 
funds  provdied  for  research,  $200,000  shall 
be  made  available  for  research  on  produc¬ 
tion  of  products  from  cottonseed  proteins 
contingent  on  matching  with  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Cotton  Board  under  the  Cotton 
Research  Promotion  Act.  This  is  in  lieu  of 
the  $1  million  provided  by  the  House  and 
stricken  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  provide 
$4,580,000  to  remain  available  until  expended 
for  plans,  construction,  and  improvement  of 
research  facilities  as  outlined  above  under 
Amendment  No.  1. 

Amendment  No.  4:  Inserts  language,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate,  pertaining  to  the 
formulation  of  budget  estimates  for  fiscal 
year  1972  for  the  pesticides  research  program. 

Amendment  No.  5:  Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control. — Provides  $98,619,750 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $99,369,- 
750  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  total 
allowed  includes  the  following  changes  from 
the  House  bill:  an  increase  of  $250,000  for 
the  hog  cholera  eradication  program  and 
$250,000  for  pesticide  regulation,  and  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $500,000  in  the  contingency  fund. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Provides  $1,500,000  for 
the  contingency  fund  reserved  for  control  of 
emergency  outbreaks  of  insects,  plant  dis¬ 
eases,  and  animal  diseases  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $2,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  7:  Appropriates  $61,390,- 
000  for  payments  and  expenses  under  the 
Hatch  Act  for  research  in  rural  development 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $58,- 
390,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Provides  $4,412,000  for 
cooperative  forestry  research  grants  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $4,012,000  as 
proposed  in  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  9:  Provides  $2,000,000  for 
contracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $3,350,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Provides  a  total  of 
$68,476,000  instead  of  $65,076,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $69,826,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Extension  Service 

Amendment  No.  11:  Deletes  language  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  providing  $10,400,000 
for  rural  development  work  provided  for  in 
amendment  7. 

Amendment  No.  12 :  Provides  for  total  pay¬ 
ments  of  $140,031,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $150,431,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13:  Provides  $12,932,600 
for  retirement  and  employees.'  compensation 
costs  for  extension  agents  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $13,515,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $1,684,000 
for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $1,649,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 
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Soli  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  15:  Appropriates  $128,507,- 
000  for  conservation  operations  Instead  of 
$128,557,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$128,457,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
restoration  of  $50,000  will  be  used  to  staff 
new  districts. 

Amendment  Nos.  16  and  17:  Restore  lan¬ 
guage  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  18:  Appropriates  $6,066,000 
for  watershed  planning  instead  of  $6,698,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $5,434,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Appropriates  $76,000,- 
000  for  watershed  works  of  improvement  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $74,278,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $15,855,- 
000  for  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  instead  of  $15,355,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $16,355,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $14,276,- 
000  for  resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  instead  of  $13,876,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $14,676,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement  on 
the  authorization  of  15  new  planning  starts. 

Economic  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  22:  Appropriates  $14,926,- 
000  instead  of  $14,592,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $16,228,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  increase  provided  over  the 
House  bill  includes  $207,000  for  better  fore¬ 
casting  and  measures  of  farm  income  and 
$127,000  for  investigation  of  impact  of  world 
agricultural  development  and  adjustment  on 
U.S.  foreign  trade.  The  conferees  are  also  in 
agreement  that  added  emphasis  should  be 
placed  on  the  latter  investigation  within 
available  funds. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

Amendment  No.  23:  Appropriates  $17,796,- 
800  for  salaries  and  expenses  instead  of  $17,- 

716.800  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $17,- 

874.800  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  over  the  House  bill  is  for  prepara¬ 
tion  of  an  updated  farm  operators  expendi¬ 
ture  survey.  In  addition,  the  conferees  are  in 
agreement  that  within  available  funds  added 
emphasis  shall  be  placed  on  research  to 
improve  agricultural  statistics,  remote  sens¬ 
ing,  and  analysis  of  horticultural  statistics. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  24:  Appropriates  $149,- 
247,000  for  consumer  protective,  marketing 
and  regulatory  programs  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $159,247,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  and  deletes  language  inserted  by 
the  Senate  pertaining  to  interstate  ship¬ 
ment  of  meat  inspected  by  approved  State 
inspection  systems.  The  House  conferees 
concur  in  the  Senate  report  in  regard  to 
market  news  and  grade  standards  on  orna¬ 
mental  crops  including  continued  industry 
contributions. 

Amendment  No.  25 :  Deletes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Appropriates  $1,675,- 
000  for  payments  to  States  and  possessions 
instead  of  $1,600,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,750,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Pood  and  Nutrition  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  27-34:  Provides  a  direct 
appropriation  of  $301,974,000  for  child  nutri¬ 
tion  programs  and  language  provisions  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  91—248  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $90,395,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House.  In  addition,  $238,358,000  shall 
be  available  by  transfer  from  section  32 
funds,  as  provided  in  both  bills.  This  will 
provide  a  total  of  $540,332,000  in  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  for  the  programs  for  fiscal  year 
1971. 

Amendment  No.  35:  Appropriates  $1,420,- 
000,000  for  the  food  stamp  program  instead 
of  $1,250,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $1,750,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 


with  a  language  provision  restricting  the 
expenditure  of  funds  to  the  amounts  au¬ 
thorized  by  law.  Currently  authorized  is  a 
total  of  $770  million  through  January  31, 
1971  pending  final  action  on  a  new  author¬ 
ization  bill. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
Amendment  No.  36:  Appropriates  $24,- 
273,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  instead  of 
$24,023,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$24,773,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service 

Amendment  No.  37:  Provides  a  direct  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $150,000,000  for  administrative 
expenses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $152,690,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  38:  Deletes  language  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  pertaining  to  price  sup¬ 
port  payments  in  view  of  the  final  action 
on  the  1970  farm  bill  (Public  Law  91-524) . 

Amendment  No.  39:  Agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program. — Establishes  a  1971  program 
of  $195,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  in¬ 
stead  of  $190,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  call  on  the  De¬ 
partment  to  announce  the  1971  program, 
which  should  have  been  announced  months 
ago,  including  therein  all  programs,  practices 
and  procedures  available  in  the  calendar  year 
1970  program  except  for  such  changes  as  may 
be  recommended  by  the  county  committee 
and  approved  by  the  State  oommittee. 

The  conferees  have  not  included  compul¬ 
sory  instructions  in  the  Act,  sis  in  the  past, 
choosing  rather  to  rely  on  the  good  faith  of 
the  Department  in  carrying  out  these  pro¬ 
visions. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  conferees  con¬ 
sidered  the  fact  that  ACP  is  the  best  pro¬ 
gram  for  fighting  pollution  at  its  source. 
The  Department  reports  that  about  85%  of 
the  fnuds  were  related  to  pollution  control 
and  abatement.  Typical  is  the  fact  that  ACP 
has  shared  costs  with  the  farmer  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  2  million  sediment  and  water 
holding  structures. 

Amendment  No.  40:  Appropriates  $250,000 
for  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers  in 
lieu  of  $500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Rural  Community  Development  Service 
Amendment  No.  41:  Deletes  House  lan¬ 
guage  providing  a  separate  appropriation  of 
$230,000  for  salaries  and  expenses.  A  like 
amount  for  overall  coordination  and  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  program  is  included  under  the 
appropriation  “General  administration.” 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
Amendment  Nos.  42  and  43:  Appropriate 
$12,412,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  and  pro¬ 
vide  for  transfer  of  $3,434,000  from  the  ap¬ 
propriation  “Food  stamp  program”  instead 
of  a  direct  appropriation  of  $15,378,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  a  direct  appro¬ 
priation  of  $12,412,000  and  a  transfer  of  not 
less  than  $3,434,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
Amendment  No.  44:  Appropriates  $3,588,- 
650  for  salaries  and  expenses  instead  of  $3,- 
508,650  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,748,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Agricultural  Library 
Amendment  No.  45:  Appropriates  $3,764,- 
750  instead  of  $3,614,750  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $3,914,750  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Office  of  Management  Services 
Amendment  No.  46:  Appropriates  $3,459,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $3,384,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

General  Administration 
Amendment  No.  47:  Appropriates  $6,058,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by 
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the  Senate  instead  of  $5,559,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  48:  Deletes  House  lan¬ 
guage,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Title  II — Credit  agencies 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

Amendment  No.  49 :  Provides  loan  author¬ 
ization  of  $337  million  for  electrification 
loans  instead  of  $322  million  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $352  million  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

The  Conferees  have  considered  the  differ¬ 
ences  in  the  language  contained  in  the  House 
and  Senate  Committee  reports  recommending 
that  the  REA  Administrator  defer  repay¬ 
ments  of  principal  on  certain  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  loans.  After  careful  consideration  of 
the  Comptroller  General’s  letter,  dated  Sep¬ 
tember  28,  1970,  addressed  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Conferees  are  in  agree¬ 
ment  that  there  is  authority  in  Sections  4 
and  12  of  the  Rural  Electrication  Act  to  fol¬ 
low  both  the  House  and  Senate  Committee 
recommendations,  and  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  where  he  finds  the  financial  condition  of 
a  borrower  is  sound  and  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  interest  is  adequately  safeguarded, 
may,  in  exercising  such  authority,  proceed 
as  follows:  (a)  by  deferment  of  repayments 
of  principal  on  outstanding  loans  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  three  years  in  addition  to  any  pre¬ 
vious  periods  of  deferment;  and  (b)  by  de¬ 
ferment  of  repayment  of  principal  on  new 
loans  made  after  the  date  of  this  report  for 
a  period  of  three  years  in  addition  to  the 
deferment  period  normally  granted  on  new 
loans  under  preexisting  practice.  Such  defer¬ 
ments  may  be  made  to  meet  local  needs  or 
where  desired  by  REA  electrification  bor¬ 
rowers  to  voluntarily  invest  amounts  equiv¬ 
alent  to  the  amounts  of  principal  to  be  so 
deferred  in  securities  of  the  National  Rural 
Utilities  Cooperative  Finance  Corporation. 
It  is  expected  by  the  Conferees  that  the  REA 
Administrator  will  report  to  the  House  and 
Senate  Committees  actions  taken  by  the 
REA  Administrator  pursuant  hereto  when  he 
appears  before  the  Committees  to  be  heard 
on  appropriations  for  REA  for  fiscal  year 
1972. 

Amendment  No.  50:  Provides  loan  author¬ 
ization  of  $128.8  million  for  rural  telephone 
loans  instead  of  $123.8  million  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $138.8  million  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  51:  Deletes  House  lan¬ 
guage  providing  for  a  contingency  reserve 
of  $20  million. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Appropriates  $14,613,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $14,896,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

Amendment  No.  53 :  Direct  loan  account. — 
Authorizes  $103,000,000  for  real  estate  loans 
instead  of  $83,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $123,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  increase  of  $20,000,000  over  the 
House  bill  is  for  water  and  waste  disposal 
loans. 

Amendment  No.  54:  Rural  housing  insur¬ 
ance  fund. — Authorizes  $19,000,000  for  direct 
loans  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  55:  Mutual  and  self-help 
housing. — Appropriates  $775,000  for  grants  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,125,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  56:  Self-help  housing 
land  development  fund. — Appropriates  $400,- 
000  for  direct  loans  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  57:  Appropriates  $86,000,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  instead  of  $81,- 
500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $87,- 
250,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  58:  Provides  transfer  of 
not  more  than  $2,250,000  from  insurance 
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funds  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,250,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  59:  Restores  House  lan¬ 
guage  providing  that  not  more  than  $250,000 
shall  be  available  for  administration  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  91-229. 

Title  III — Corporations 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Amendment  Nos.  60  and  61 :  Provide  re¬ 
imbursement  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  net  realized  losses  in  the  fiscal 
year  1969  of  $3,113,156,331  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $2,863,156,331  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  a  total  restoration 
of  $3,363,155,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $3,113,155,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Title  IV — Related  agencies 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
Amendment  No.  62:  Provides  limitation  of 
$4,204,000  on  administrative  expenses  instead 
of  $4,054,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$4,226,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

CONFERENCE  TOTAL - WITH  COMPARISONS 

The  total  new  budget  (obligational)  au¬ 
thority  for  the  fiscal  year  1971  recommended 
by  the  Committee  of  Conference,  with  com¬ 
parisons  to  the  fiscal  year  1970  total,  the  1971 
budget  estimate  total,  and  the  House  and 
Senate  bills  follows: 

Amounts 

New  budget  (obligational) 

authority,  fiscal  year  1970_  $8,  083,  596, 150 
Budget  estimates  of  new  (ob¬ 
ligational)  authority,  fiscal 
year  1971  (including  $216,- 
579,000  not  considered  by 

House)  _  7,  748,  354,  500 

House  bill,  fiscal  year  1971 _  7,450,188,150 

Senate  bill,  fiscal  year  1971--  8,  475,  935,  100 

Conference  agreement _  8,  090,  856,  550 

Conference  agreement  com¬ 
pared  with : 

New  budget  (obligational) 
authority,  fiscal  year 

1970  _  +7,260,400 

Budget  estimates  of  new 

(obligational)  authority, 

(as  amended) ,  fiscal  year 

1971  _ =.  +342,  502,  050 

House  bill,  fiscal  year 

1971  _  +640,668,400 

Senate  bill,  fiscal  year 

1971  _  —385,  078,  550 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

George  E.  Shipley, 

Frank  E.  Evans, 

George  Mahon, 

Odin  Langen, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Mark  Andrews, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to : 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Sebelius),  for  30  minutes, 
on  December  7,  1970;  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  and  include  therein 
extraneous  matter. 


Mr.  Fountain  in  two  instances. 
Mr.  Zablocki  in  three  instances/ 
Mr.  Minish. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  toi 

Mr.  Kee  (at  the/request  of  Mr.  Al¬ 
bert),  for  today  tnrough  December  20, 
on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Addabbc/  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Celler),  for /Monday,  December  7,  1970, 
on  account/of  official  business. 

Mr.  Pettis  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Ger¬ 
ald  R.  Ford)  ,  for  today,  on  account  of 
official/business . 

MV.  Gray  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Bo#gs)  ,  for  today,  on  account  of  illness 
' the  family. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
revise  and  extend  remarks  was  granted 
to: 

Mr.  Sikes  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  White  immediately  preceding  the 
vote  on  H.R.  8539. 

Mr.  Hays,  prior  to  the  passage  of  H.R. 
18012  today. 

Mr.  Adair,  immediately  following  Mr. 
Hays  prior  to  the  passage  of  H.R.  18012 
vtoday.  . 

All  Members  (at  the  request  of  Mix 
Springer),  to  revise  and  extend  their 
remarks  on  the  bill  S.  2162.  / 

Mis.  Schmitz  to  extend  his  remarks 
prior  to. passage  of  S.  437.  / 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey/prior  to 
the  passage  of  Senate  Concurrent  Reso¬ 
lution  2.  \  / 

Mr.  Schwengel  prior  toy  the  passage 
of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  2. 

(The  followi'+g  Members  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Sebelius;  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter 

Mr.  Scherle  in  lj^nstances. 

Mr.  Price  of  Te> 

Mr.  Findley.  / 

Mr.  GooDLHjfd. 

Mr.  Rhode^. 

Mr.  HoswfeR  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Collier  in  four  instances. 

Mr.  Zy/ACH. 

Mi+Wyman  in  two  instances. ' 

My(  Schmitz. 

Mr.  Ashbrook  in  two  instances. 

/Mr.  Steiger  of  Wisconsin. 

/  Mr.  Taft. 

Mr.  Bell  of  California. 

Mr.  Fish. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Pryor  of  Arkansas)  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter: ) 

Mr.  Rostenkowski. 

Mr.  Ichord  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Ottinger. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California. 

~  Mr.  Stokes. 

Mr.  Udall. 

Mr.  Garmatz. 

Mr.  Gallagher. 

Mr.  Ullman  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Cohelan. 

Mr.  Boggs. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  California  in  two  In¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Delaney. 

Mr.  Bingham  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Donohue  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Cabell  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  WOLFF. 

Mr.  Friedel. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  in  two  instances. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  AND/JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 

Mr.  FRIEDEL,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported  that 
that  committee  had  e^Amined  and  found 
truly  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
of  the  House  of  /the  following  titles, 
which  were  thepXupon  signed  by  the 
Speaker :  / 

H.R.  1160.  Aia  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
April  22,  1960/  providing  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the/Wilson’s  Creek  Battlefield  Na¬ 
tional  ParlX 

H.R.  33X8.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  J,he  Interior  to  approve  an  agreement 
entered  into  by  the  Soboba  Band  of  Mis¬ 
sion  Indians  releasing  a  claim  against  the 
Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District, 
California,  and  to  provide  for  construction 
of  a  water  distribution  system  and  a  water 
supply  for  the  Soboba  Indian  Reservation; 
and  to  authorize  long-term  leases  of  land 
on  the  reservation; 

H.R.  13934.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
September  21,  1959  (73  Stat.  590),  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  re¬ 
vise  the  boundaries  of  Minute  Man  Na¬ 
tional  Historical  Park,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

H.R.  18679.  An  act  to  amend  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  for  a  finding  of  practical 
value,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  19000.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
April  24,  1961,  authorizing  the  use  of  judg¬ 
ment  funds  of  the  Nez  Perce  Tribe; 

H.J.  Res.  1077.  Joint  resolution  to  amend 
the  joint  resolution  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  payment  by  the  United  States 
of  its  share  of  the  expenses  of  the  Pan  Amer¬ 
ican  Railways  Congress  Association;  and 

H.J.  Res.  1411.  Joint  resolution  correcting 
certain  printing  and  clerical  errors  in  the 
Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1970. 


BILLS  PRESENTED  TO  THE  PRES¬ 
IDENT 

Mr.  FRIEDEL,  from  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration,  reported  that  that 
committee  did  on  December  4,  1907,  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  President,  for  his  approval, 
)ills  of  the  House  of  the  following  ti¬ 
tles: 

.R.  471.  An  act  to  amend  section  4  of  the 
act  W  May  31,  1933  (48  Stat.  108);  and 

H.Kil8126.  An  act  to  amend  title  28  of  the 
UnltedNStates  Code  to  provide  for  holding 
district  court  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  YorkNat  Westbury,  N.Y. 

■  \ 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  PRYOR  Arkansas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was+greed  to;  accordingly 
(at  6  o’clock  and  2§  minutes  p.m.),  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Tues¬ 
day,  December  8,  1^0,  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIVS.  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  follows: 


\ 
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\2598.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
ofNthe  Army  (Installations  and  Logistics) 
transmitting  notice  of  the  movement  of 
certam  lethal  chemical  warfare  agents,  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  91-121;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services. 

2599.  A\etter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers, department  of  the  Army,  dated 
October  2,  197(X  submitting  a  report,  togeth¬ 
er  with  accompanying  papers  and  an  illus¬ 
tration,  on  Dunibijk  Harbor,  N.Y.,  in  par¬ 
tial  response  to  art.,  item  in  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approvedVMarch  2,  1945.  (H.  Doc. 
91-423)  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  illustration. 

2600.  A  letter  from  thW  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force,  transmitting  a  report  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  officers  in  the  Air  Force  above  the 
grade  of  major  on  flying  statu\as  of  October 
31,  1970,  and  the  average  monthly  flight  pay 
authorized  by  law  to  be  paid  to  such  officers 
during  the  12-month  period  ended  that 
date.  Pursuant  to  37  U.S.C.  301  (g\  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON  PI 
LIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows : 

[ Submitted  December  4, 1970 ] 

Mr.  RIVERS:  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices.  House  Resolution  1282.  Resolution 
to  support  for  efforts  to  rescue  American 
prisoners  of  war  incarcerated  in  North  Viet¬ 
nam;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  91- 
1671).  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar. 

[Submitted  December  5,  1970] 

Mr.  McMILLAN:  Committee  on  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  H.R.  19885.  A  bill  to 
provide  additional  revenue  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes;  with 
an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  91-1672) .  Referred 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California:  Committee  on 
Science  and  Astronautics.  For  the  benefit 
of  all  mankind.  A  survey  of  the  practical 
returns  from  space  investment  (Rept.  No. 
91-1673)  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  WATTS:  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  H.R.  7626.  A  bill  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  the  tariff  classification  of  certain 
sugars,  sirups,  and  molasses,  and  for  other 
purposes;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
91-1674).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee:  Committee 
Ways  and  Means.  H.R.  19670.  A  billAo 
suspend  the  duties  on  certain  bicycle  oterts 
and  accessories  until  the  close  of  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1973;  with  no  amendments'  (Rept. 
No.  91-1675).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 


the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  BURLESON  of  Texas:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  H.R.  19470.  A  bill  to 
amend  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  modify  the  nursing  service  requirement 
and  certain  other  requirements  which  an  in¬ 
stitution  must  meet  in  order  to  qualify  as  a 
hospital  thereunder  so  as  to  make  such  re¬ 
quirements  more  realistic  insofar  as  they 
apply  to  smaller  institutions;  with  an 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  91-1676).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD:  Joint  Committee  on 
Atomic  Energy.  H.R.  19908.  A  bill  to 
amend  Public  Law  91-273  to  Increase  the 
authorization  for  appropriations  to  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  in  accordance 
with  section  261  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes 
(Rept.  No.  91-1677).  Referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union. 

Mr.  MORGAN:  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs.  H.R.  19911.  A  bill  to  amend  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  No.  91-1678).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union.  - 

Mr.  McMILLAN:  Committee  on  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  Investigation  and  study 
the  Clifton  Terrace  project  in  the  District 
ofte Columbia;  with  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
91-0^579).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  _ 
Wholly  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr. 'WHITTEN:  Committee  of  Confereno 
Conference  report  on  H.R.  17923  (Rept.yNo. 

9 1-1680  (/'Ordered  to  be  printed. 


PUBLIC  BflJLiS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clausK.  4  of  rule  2QCII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follot 

By  Mr.  BURTCikof  O&lifornia: 

H.R.  19915.  A  bill  to\ndke  permanent  the 
existing  temporary  provjffion  for  disregarding 
income  of  OASDI  and  railroad  retirement 
recipients  in  determhdrng  tnOir  need  for  pub¬ 
lic  assistance;  to  Jme  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means. 

By  Mr.  FOLEY  (for  himself,  Mr.  Qtjte, 
Mr.  A^ams,  Mr.  Bingham*.  Mr.  Bo- 
nANQf  Mr.  Brown  of  California,  Mr. 
Co/rtK,  Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania, 
rs.  Hansen  of  Washington*.  Mr. 
Iarrington,  Mr.  LowENSTEiN,\Mr. 
r  McCloskey,  Mr.  Matsunaga,  Mr. 
Meeds,  Mr.  Moorhead,  Mr.  Morsi 
Mr.  Obey,  Mr.  Ottinger,  Mr.  Pepper,'' 
Mr.  Rostenkowski,  Mr.  Ryan,  Mr. 
St  Germain,  and  Mr.  Tiernan)  : 

H.R.  19916.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964,  as  amended;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  FRASER: 

H.R.  19917.  A  bill  to  amend  the  District 
of  Columbia  Election  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  the  District  of 
Columbia. 


By  Mr.  PEPPER: 

H.R.  19918.  A  bill  conquest  of  cancer  act; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  FRIEDEL: 

H.  Res.  1293.  Resolution  authorizing /the 
establishment  of  six  additional  positions  of 
sergeant  and  one  additional  position  of 
lieutenant  on  the  U.S.  Capitol  Police  force 
for  duty  under  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Cqjnmlttee  on 
House  Administration. 

By  Mr.  HARRINGTON : y 

H.  Res.  1294.  Resolution  to^provlde  for  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  /H.R.  18214)  the 
Consumer  Protection  A<jt  of  1970;  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 


PRIVATE  BILLS/AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clausa' 1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows : 

By  M f.  BROWN  of  California: 

H.R.  19919.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Long 
Chinh  L^f  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
Yy  Mrs.  MINK: 

H.Hf  19920.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  James  L. 
Gerjfrd.  James  W.  Summers,  and  William  D. 
Ciekel;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
'H.R.  19921.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mau  Due 
Tguyen;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


PETITIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  petitions 
and  papers  were  laid  on  the  Clerk’s  desk 
and  referred  as  follows: 

644.  By  Mr.  ZABLOCKI:  Petition  of  Civic 
Awareness  of  America,  Mrs.  Alvin  J.  Emmons 
and  Mrs.  Ray  KufTel;  Reverence  for  Life  of 
America,  Mrs.  David  R.  Mogilka.  In  regard 
to  the  billion-dollar-population  control  bill, 
S.  2108  and  H.R.  15159,  along  with  the  more 
than  40  bills  and  resolutions  now  pending  in 
Congress.  Signed  by  approximately  10,000 
slgnators  nationwide  opposing  S.  2103  and 
H.R.  15159  and  any  similar  population  con¬ 
trol  legislation."  We  object  to  the  use  of  our 
tax  dollars  for  immoral  programs  of  contra¬ 
ception,  selective  breeding,  sterilization, 
abortion,  euthanasia  and  infanticide.  We  ob¬ 
ject  to  Federal  laws  as  well  as  opinions  by 
appointed  Federal  Judges  which  supersede 
State  laws  whereby  depriving  the  individual 
State  of  the  right  of  self-determination.  We 
hereby  petition  our  Congressmen  and  U.S. 
Senators  to  vote  against  any  and  all  fed¬ 
erally  financed  programs  of  population  Con¬ 
tis.";  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 

Foreign  Commerce. 

645.  By  the  SPEAKER:  Petition  of  the  city 
comiMssion,  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  relative  to 
Operation  Headstart;*  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

646.  Alste  petition  of  Arthur  Baker,  Hunts¬ 
ville,  Tex.,\elatlve  to  redress  of  grievances; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


T  ’ 
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HIGHLIGHTS: 
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Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriations, 
clearing  the  measure  for  thfe 'President . 

Senate  passed  and  cleared  fjb r  tnh  President  bills  affecting  peanut 
acreage  allotments,  and/animal  welfare. 

House  passed  with  amendments  the  Plant  Variety  Protection  Act. 

Conferees  in  executive/session  agreeovto  file  conference  report  on  the 
proposed  Federal  Salary  Comparability  Act. 

Sen.  Cooper  extolleya  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program. 
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SENATE 


1. 


2. 


3. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  17923, 

FY  1971  pnnropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture..  This  bill  now  goes 

to  the  President,,  pp.  S19664-81;  H11300-6 


r-resiaeiiLo  pp.  - - — ; — - -prr; 

Tasked  H.R.  19390,  FY  1971  appropriations  for  the_Defe£se_E^ 

with  amendments:  conference  requested  and  conferees  appointed/ 
S1968 1-7 1: 


pp0  S19631-6^ 


PEANUT  ACREAGE\LL01MENTS;  ANIMAL  WELFARE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.R.  17582, 
^establishing  permanent  authority  for  the  sale  and  trans/r  of  peanut  acreage 
allotments l^and'ffil.  19846,  relating  to  the  care  of  cer/in  anrmals  used  for 
purposes  of  research,  experimentation,  exhibition,  orAeld  for  sale  as  pets. 
Both  bills  now  go  ti  the  President,  pp.  S19690;  S19V14-6 

HOUSING,  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT .  Passed  H.R.  19436,  af/r  substituting  the  language 
of  S.  4368  passed  earliV,  the  proposed  Housing/and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1970,  with  further  amendment.  p.  S19712 

ACP.  Sen.  Cooper  praised  the  Wicultural  c/servation  Program  and  called  upon 
President  to  act  to  restore  foods  for  thq/service.  pp.  S19630- 


5.  RAILWAY  STRIKE.  Both  Houses  received 
railway  strike  emergency,  (H.  Doc, 


President's  message  concerning  the 
91-424)  pp.  HI 1299- 300;  S19563 


fOUSE 


NOVEL  PLANT  VARIETIES.  Passed^ with  amendmentbyS.  3070,  to  encourage  the 

development  of  novel  varit/es  of  sexually  rep^duced  plants.  pp.  H1133  -9 


1-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT;  HAZA^OUS  SUBSTANCES.  Disagreed 
requested  conference,  andN^ppointed  conferees,  on 


,.2162,  to  provide 
abstances ; 


APPROPRIATIONS-DOT;  FEDE 
with  Senate  amendment/, 
the  following  bills: 

H.R.  19504,  F ed/ral-Aid  Highway  Act;  and 
H.R.  17755,  F/1971  Appropriations  for  the  Departmer^  of  Transportation 

Insisted  on  i ts^imendment  and  requested  conference  on  S. 
for  special  packaging  to  protect  children  from  hazardous 
conferees  anointed,  pp.  H11300;  H11306-24;  H11330-9 

ANIMAL  WELF/RE.  Rep.  Whitehurst  spoke  in  favor  of  H.R.  19846,  tl^e  Animal 
Welfare/measure  and  inserted  the  report  "Committee  Intent".  pp.XI11340- 1 

FEDERAl/PAY .  Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  conference 
ren/^rt  on  H.R.  13000,  proposed  Federal  Salary  Comparability  Act  of  1x70. 
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WASHINGTON,  TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  8,  1970 

ouse  of  Representatives, 


No.  196 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rabbi  Seymour  E.  FreedmankConcord 
Hotel  Synagogue,  Kiamesha  Lak\  N.Y., 
offered  the  following  prayer : 

Almighty  G-d:  As  this  day  begins^we 
lift  our  thoughts  to  praise  Thee  rS|r 
granting  us  life.  Implant  within  us  now!\ 
the  radiance  of  Thy  spirit  so  that  our 
deeds  shall  reflect  the  nobility  of  our  as¬ 
pirations.  Help  us  to  feel  Thy  divine 
presence,  challenging  us  to  become  Thy 
messengers  on  earth  bringing  equity  and 
compassion  to  all. 

Unto  the  Members  of  this  House  of 
Representatives,  who  have  assumed  the 
burdens  «of  leadership,  grant  inner 
strength,  be  their  shield  and  refuge  in 
times  of  difficult  decision.  May  the 
knowledge  that  they  labor  to  build  a 
better  America  be  their  constant  inspi¬ 
ration. 

Grant  Thy  blessings,  O  G-d,  upon  this 
Nation.  May  these  United  States  ever  be 
an  international  force  guiding  all  the 
world  to  prosperity  amid  peace.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of  tl>e  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

H.R.  2876.  An  act  for  the  relief  of/fhe  Beas¬ 
ley  Engineering  Co.,  Inc.; 

H.R.  8573.  An  act  for  the  p^lief  of  Mrs. 
Margaret  M.  McNeills; 

H.R.  12958.  An  act  for  tl?€  relief  of  Cen¬ 
tral  Gulf  Steamship  Corp.;> 

H.R.  15770.  An  act  to  mrovide  for  conserving 
surface  waters;  to  preserve  and  improve  habi¬ 
tat  for  migratory  wajrerfowl  and  other  wild¬ 
life  resources;  to  reduce  runoff,  soil  and  wind 
erosion,  and  contctfiute  to  flood  control;  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

H.R.  19830.  .An  act  making  appropriations 
for  sundry  independent  executive  bureaus, 
boards,  coafmissions,  corporations,  agencies, 
offices,  and  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June jtO,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes. 

ie  message  also  announced  that  the 
ite  had  passed  with  amendment  in 


which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

H.R.  19504.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  construction  of  certain  high¬ 
ways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  they 
mate  insists  upon  its  amendments 
tlifc  bill  (H.R.  19504)  entitled  “An  act/lo 
autlyprize  appropriations  for  the  json- 
strucwpn  of  certain  highways  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  title  23  of  the  Uni tecr  States 
Code,  and  for  other  purposes, ^requests 
a  conference  with  the  House /n  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  voces  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  appoints'Mr.  Randolph,  Mr.  Jordan 
of  North  Carolina,  Mt/Montoya,  Mr. 
Spong,  Mr.  Cooper,  TAy.  Boggs,  and  Mr. 
Baker  to  be  the  cojjf^rees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

The  message  al^o  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  Us the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on\he  disagreeing 
votes  of  the/two  Houses  ok  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  tme  Senate,  to  tne  bill  (H.R. 
10634)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  and\he  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Act  of  1958  in  ordek  to  ex¬ 
empt  certain  wages  and  salaries  o*£  em¬ 
ployees  from  withholding  for  incomes 
Purposes  under  the  laws  of  States  \r 
'subdivisions  thereof  other  than  the  State 
or  subdivision  of  the  employee’s  resi¬ 
dence.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  following 
title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  4561.  An  act  to  amend  the  peanut  mar¬ 
keting  quota  provisions  to  make  permanent 
certain  provisions  thereunder. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
91-405,  appointed  Mr.  Spong  and  Mr. 
Mathias  to  the  Commission  on  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  the  Government  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE  CLERK 
OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication  from  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives: 


Washington,  D.C., 

December  8,  1970. 
The  Honrbrable  the  Speaker, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit 
herewith  a  sealed  envelope  from  the  White 
Suse,  received  in  the  Clerk's  Office  at  7:40 
i.m.  on  Monday,  December  7,  1970,  said  to 
contain  a  Message  from  the  President  con¬ 
cerning  a  railway  strike  stemming  from  a 
dispute  between  railway  carriers  and  four 
unions  representing  their  employees. 

With  kind  regards,  X  am, 

Sincerely, 

W.  Pat  Jennings, 

Clerk,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives. 


RAILWAY  STRIKE— MESSAGE  FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED 

STATES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  91-424) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States;  which  was 
read  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

After  much  effort  at  settlement 
through  negotiation  and  mediation,  we 
are  confronted  with  an  emergency  stem¬ 
ming  from  a  dispute  between  railway 
carriers  and  four  unions  representing 
their  employees.  The  unions  involved 
have  declared  their  intention  of  calling 
nationwide  strike  starting  at  12:01 
akp.,  December  10,  1970. 

existing  governmental  procedures 
haveNbeen  carefully  but  vainly  used  to 
bring  about  a  settlement  of  the  dispute. 
Negotiations  among  the  parties,  based 
upon  the  Recommendations  of  the  Emer¬ 
gency  BoarfeL  have  progressed  during  the 
last  30  daysV  However,  because  of  the 
number  of  parties  and  the  complexity  of 
the  issues  involved,  these  negotiations 
have  not  resultedNn  an  agreed-upon  res¬ 
olution.  At  my  direction,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  has  soughtNfrom  the  parties  a 
voluntary  extension  of  ^negotiations  with¬ 
out  strike  or  lockout,  bu^Jie  has  not  been 
successful. 

A  nationwide  stoppage  dl  rail  service 
would  cause  hardship  to  all\Americans 
and  harm  to  the  economy,  particularly  a 
stoppage  at  the  height  of  t\e  pre- 
Christmas  season. 

It  is  essential  that  our  railroads  \on- 
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\  tinue  to  operate.  Therefore,  I  recom- 
\mend  that  the  Congress  extend  for  45 
Mays  the  period  during  which  no  work 
slippage  may  occur.  It  is  my  hope  that 
the\e  additional  45  days  will  lead  to  a 
voluntary  negotiated  settlement  of  this 
dispute. 

In  requesting  an  extension  to  Jan¬ 
uary  23,  rfl71,  I  am  mindful  of  the  fact 
that  the  current  Congressional  session 
is  fast  drawing  to  a  close  and  there  are 
many  other  prising  and  important  mat¬ 
ters  to  be  dealtSwith.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  it  wbuld  not  seem  advis¬ 
able  to  thrust  upoifrthe  Congress  at  this 
time  the  consideration/  the  complicated 
substantive  issues  of  tn<s  dispute. 

The  fact  that  some  progress  has  been 
made  in  negotiations  is  encouraging,  and 
it  indicates  that  the  parties'may  be  able 
to  resolve  their  differences.  However,  if 
no  settlement  is  reached  withinNUiis  time 
period,  I  shall  make  additionalVecom- 
mendations  to  the  Congress.  \ 

I  urge  that  Congress  act  quicklV  on 
my  proposal  so  that  a  crippling  stoppage 
can  be  averted,  and  so  that  the  Nation's 
travelers  and  shippers  can  depend  on  un¬ 
interrupted  service.. 

Richard  Nixon. 

The  White  House,  December  7,  1970. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  19504,  FEDERAL  AID  HIGH¬ 
WAY  ACT 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  19504)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  highways  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  a 
Senate  amendment  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Fallon,  Kluczynski,  Wright,  Edmond¬ 
son,  Cramer,  Harsha,  and  Cleveland. 


making  appropriations  for  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  and  related  programs  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Passman,  Rooney  of  New  York,  Mrs. 
Hansen  of  Washington,  Messrs.  Cohe- 
lan,  Long  of  Maryland,  McFall,  Mahon, 
Shriver,  Conte,  Mrs.  Reid  of  Illinois,  and 
Messrs.  Riegle  and  Bow. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON, 
H.R.  380,  AMENDING  SECTION  7  OI 
THE  ACT  OF  AUGUST  9,  1946  /o 
STAT.  968) 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask/nan- 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Shaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  380)  to  repeal  section 
7  of  the  act  of  August  9,  1946  (60  Stat. 
968),  with  a  Senate  amendment  there¬ 
to,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amendment, 
and  request  a  conferences  with  the  Sen¬ 
ate  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER,  iythere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  /ntleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida?  The  Chair  h/rs  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Haley, 
Edmondson,  and  Saylor. 


FBI  DIRECTOR  OWES  APOLOGY 
FOR  ETHNIC  SLUR 

(Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  FBI  Director  J.  Edgar  Hoover 
owes  an  immediate  apology  to  Mexico, 

L  to  Puerto  Rico,  as  well  as  to  the  millions, 
Qf  Americans  of  Mexican  and  Puert 
he  an  descent  for  his  unforgivable  ethjaic 
sluh  as  reported  in  this  week’s  /me 
magazine. 

Referring  to  the  protection  /6f  the 
President  on  trips,  Mr.  Hoover  i/eported 
to  have  said : 

You  never\have  to  bother  /out  a  Presi¬ 
dent  being  snht  by  Puerto  Bicans  or  Mex¬ 
icans.  They  dor^t  shoot  vet y  straight:  But 
if  they  come  at  ykn  with  ar  knife,  beware. 

I  am  sure  I  do  'hot^iave  to  explain  to 
my  colleagues  the  frmial  implications  of 
this  remark.  I  wiUr  oniy  protest  it  most 
vigorously  and  point  out  to  Mr.  Hoover 
that  it  is  false/that  thAfine  people  he 
referred  to  /he  second  place  to  none 
in  talent,  brewery,  dedication,  and  patri¬ 
otism.  Th/  splendid  record  Of  Mexican 
American®  as  soldiers,  sailors,  fliers,  and 
marine/ is  a  source  of  pride  not\nly  to 
them /ut  to  all  Americans. 

Dreover,  Mr.  Hoover,  as  head  ofrthe 
and  a  veteran  of  public  service  for 
fore  than  40  years,  should  know  this 
and  of  language  is  destructive  and  vio¬ 
lates  his  public  responsibility. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  l/67,  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE 
AND/ RELATED  PROGRAMS  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS,  1971 

r  r.  PASSMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
mimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  17867) 


OUTSTANDING  PERFORMANCE  BY 

THE  SPEAKER  OF  THE  HOUSE 

(Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  take  this  opportunity  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  the  Members  of  this 
House  the  outstanding  job,  the  excellent 
performance,  of  our  beloved  Speaker,  the 
Honorable  John  W.  McCormack. 

During  yesterday’s  session  approxi¬ 
mately  25  bills  were  debated,  discussed, 
and  acted  upon  by  this  House  under  the 
suspension  rule. 

Our  Speaker  is  a  dedicated  and  de¬ 
voted  public  servant.  He  is  young  in  mind, 
young  in  heart,  and  young  in  spirit.  I 
know  when  the  “Good  Book”  is  written 
about  the  U.S.  Congress,  like  the  name 
of  Abou  ben  Adhem,  the  name  of  John  W. 
McCormack  will  lead  all  the  rest. 


CONSUMER  CLASS  ACTION  BILL 

(Mr.  ECKHARDT  asked  and  was  gi/n 
permission  to  address  the  House  fair  1 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  re/arks 
and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  ECKHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
now  the  fourth  day  since  I  sent  a  letter 
to  the  President  urging  hint  to  get  his 
version  of  the  consumer  cl/s  action  bill 
to  the  floor  on  the  vehicle/f  my  bill,  H.R. 
18764,  which  is  the  fir/  order  of  busi¬ 
ness  before  the  Inter/ate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee  and  is  being 
blocked  by  the  solid  ranks  of  the  Re¬ 
publicans.  I  ha ver  not  heard  from  the 
President,  thou an  I  know  the  executive 
department  k/ws  about  it,  because  Mr. 
Bruce  Wilson/of  the  Justice  Department, 
assistant  tmRichard  W.  McLaren,  Assist¬ 
ant  Attorney  General,  Antitrust  Divi¬ 
sion,  asked  for  the  letter  yesterday.  I 
hope  the  President  will  get  to  this  matter 
befor/ the  end  of  the  session. 


PERSONAL  STATEMENT  ON  PRIS¬ 
ONER-OF-WAR  RESOLUTION 

(Mr.  BEALL  of  Maryland  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute,  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  BEALL  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Speaker, 
yesterday  the  House  of  Representatives 
passed  House  Resolution  1282,  commend¬ 
ing  the  brave  American  servicemen  who 
attempted  the  daring  raid  on  San  Tay  in 
an  effort  to  free  American  prisoners  of 
war  believed  to  be  held  there.  I  would  like 
the  record  to  show  that  I  was  unavoid¬ 
ably  absent  during  the  vote  on  this 
measure;  but  if  I  had  been  present,  I 
would  certainly  have  voted  in  favor  of 
this  passage. 

I  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  resolution  as 
originally  introduced  and  am  continually 
dismayed  at  the  outrageous  behavior  of 
the  North  Vietnamese  with  regard  to 
American  prisoners  of  war.  Certainly  the 
treatment  of  prisoners  is  clearly  outlined 
in  international  law,  and  the  North  Viet¬ 
namese  Government  has  shown  a  total 
disregard  for  the  Geneva  Convention  to 
/hich  they  agreed. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  citizens  all  across 
oui*  country,  and  particularly  those  of  us 
who 'serve  in  the  legislative  branch  as 
well  as\the  executive  branch  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  take  every  step  that  will 
bring  public  pressure  to  bear  in  an  effort 
to  influence  the  Government  of  North 
Vietnam  to  free  these  prisoners. 

I  applaud  tnh  House  on  the  passage  of 
House  Resolutiok  1282  and  again  reiter¬ 
ate  my  strong  support  of  this  measure. 


AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION,  1971 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
17923)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  of 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  December 
7, 1970.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  further  reading  of  the  statement  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  include  tables  and  other 
extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  bring 
before  you  today  the  conference  report 
on  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  fiscal 
year  1971. 

May  I  say  here,  we  have  provided  for 
fully  restoring  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program,  and  called  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  announce  and  carry  out  next 
year  the  same  program  we  have  had  this 
year. 

The  Senate  yielded  on  its  $20,000  limit 
on  payments  and  the  new  farm  bill  with 
its  $55,000  limit  will  apply. 

We  have  increased  funds  for  rural 
water  systems,  both  loans  and  grants, 
and  for  sewerage  and  water  grants  and 
loans. 

We  have  made  funds  more  readily 
available  to  meet  the  growing  need  for 
rural  electricity  power  so  badly  needed 
when  farm  labor  is  not  available. 

Mr.  Speaker,  each  time  I  bring  this  bill 
to  the  floor  we  have  fewer  and  fewer 
Members  of  this  body  from  rural  areas, 
and  thus  less  and  less  understanding  of 
many  problems.  As  I  pointed  out  in  June 
when  this  bill  was  last  considered  by  the 
House,  this  bill  should  be  of  great  and 
serious  importance  to  each  and  every 
Member,  because  involved  is  the  very 
basic  foundation  of  our  well-being  and 
of  our  economy.  We  must  take  note  that 
greater  and  greater  numbers  are  quitting 
the  farm,  averaging  from  600,000  to  800,- 
000  annually.  If  their  acreage  was  not 
farmed  by  the  few,  the  larger  farmers 
left,  food  would  be  much  more  scarce 
and  much  higher. 

These  people  are  leaving  the  farm  for 
urban  areas  because  farming  requires 
longer  work  hours,  harder  work,  larger 
investment,  higher  risk,  and  provides  a 
decreasing  return.  You  can  understand 
why  when  you  realize  that  the  average 
return  on  farm  equities  has  dropped  from 
7.1  percent  in  the  period  1945-49  to  3.1 
percent  in  1968.  Further,  up  until  re¬ 
cently  rural  America  has  not  offered  the 
same  advantages  as  have  our  cities,  a 
situation  we  are  trying  to  correct  with 
loans  for  rural  homes,  rural  water  sys¬ 
tems,  sewerage  systems,  adequate  elec¬ 
tricity,  and  so  forth. 

Actually  Mr.  Speaker,  we  might  term 
this  bill  an  appropriation  for  public 
health  and  safety,  for  it  carries  $141,- 
000,000  for  inspection  of  meats,  re¬ 
search,  supervision  of  pesticides,  for 


quarantines,  inspection  and  treatment  of 
the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  airplanes 
which  land  here  annually  from  foreign 
countries,  and  similar  programs. 

Or  we  might  call  this  an  appropriation 
for  the  protection  of  industry  and  labor, 
for  the  5.1  percent  on  the  farm  have  sub¬ 
sisted  machinery  and  other  substitutes 
for  farm  labor,  spending  more  than  $4.8 
billion  for  machinery  and  motor  vehicles 
in  1967. 

This  bill  might  be  called  an  antipollu¬ 
tion  bill,  for  its  Soil  Conservation  Service 
and  Agricultural  Stabilization  Service 
will  catch  2.9  billion  tons  of  sediment 
near  its  source  with  retarding  structures, 
multipurpose  reservoirs,  and  over  2  mil¬ 
lions  smaller  structures.  These  programs, 
plus  others  such  as  water  and  waste  dis¬ 
posal  programs,  take  $694,704,000  of  the 
total. 

Or  we  might  term  the  bill,  the  peo¬ 
ple’s  bill,  for  $2,814,718,000,  goes  to  fi¬ 
nance  programs  of  school  lunch,  school 
milk,  aid  to  the  needy,  food  stamps,  and 
other  nutrition-related  programs. 

It  could  be  termed  a  bill  to  help  with 
our  foreign  problems  and  policy,  for 
$702,500,000  of  the  total  goes  to  Public 
Law  480,  sales  for  foreign  currencies. 

It  could  be  called  rural  development  for 
$466,200,000  goes  for  repayable  rural 
loans. 

Of  the  remainder,  $3,363,155,000  goes 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
capital  restoration  which  should  carry 
that  Corporation  for  years  to  come. 

But  perhaps  above  that,  we  should 
term  this  a  bill  to  stave  off  financial  de¬ 
pression  and  disaster,  for  it  has  been  a 
drastic  break  in  farm  income,  with  the 
resulting  break  in  purchasing  power, 
which  has  led  to  every  depression. 

After  all,  the  farm  program  was  passed 
not  as  a  relief  program  for  farmers,  but 
to  restore  farm  purchasing  power  that 
the  general  economy  might  recover,  and 
it  did. 

It  would  be  well  to  review  the  great 
depression  of  the  later  twenties  and 
early  thirties,  the  seeds  for  which  were 
sown  in  the  1920’s  following  World  War 
I  when  the  Government  announced  the 
price  of  wheat  would  not  be  supported. 
The  wheat  which  had  brought  $2.94  a 
bushel  in  July  1920  brought  $1.72  in  De¬ 
cember  1930,  and  92  cents  a  year  later. 
Cotton  fell  to  a  third  of  its  July  1920 
price  and  corn  by  62  percent.  The  value 
of  agricultural  products  dropped  from 
$18,328,000,000  in  1920  to  $12,402,000,000 
in  1921.  Four  hundred  and  fifty-three 
thousand  farmers  lost  their  farms,  all 
reflected  by  failures  of  local  banks. 

In  1928  these  prices  were:  wheat,  $1; 
cotton,  18  cents;  and  corn,  84  cents. 
By  1931  wheat  was  38  cents;  cotton  5.5 
cents;  and  corn,  32  cents.  The  Dow- 
Jones  stock  price  averages  followed  by 
declining  from  a  high  of  381.2  in  Septem¬ 
ber  to  a  low  of  41.2  in  July  of  1932. 

It  has  been  said  that  there  were  more 
suicides  during  this  period  among  those 
that  did  not  know  what  a  farm  was  as  a 
result  of  the  breakdown  in  farm  or  com¬ 
modity  prices — which  had  led  to  a  fall 
in  prices  and  values  throughout  the 
economy — than  in  any  other  period  in 
our  history. 

I  repeat — farm  income,  and  resulting 
real  purchasing  power,  has  already 


dropped  more  than  50  percent  on  the 
farmer’s  investment  since  1940,  from  7.1 
percent  to  3.10.  The  warning  signs  are 
out. 

Now,  why  can’t  we  get  this  story  over? 
Perhaps  too  few  are  willing  to  study 
history ;  or  perhaps  it  is  because  the  news 
media  is  focused  on  the  95  percent  of 
nonfarmers. 

Whatever  it  is,  the  story  must  be  got¬ 
ten  over,  for  the  sake  of  all. 

Back  to  the  detail  in  this  conference 
report.  It  includes  $100  million  for  grants 
and  almost  $108  million  for  loans  for 
rural  water  and  sewer  systems.  It  also 
includes  $15,855,000  and  15  planning 
starts  for  the  community-oriented  R.C. 
&  D.  projects. 

Power  and  communications  are  equally 
fundamental  to  rural  development  as  is 
housing  and  community  facilities.  This 
bill  under  consideration  includes  $337 
million  for  new  electric  loans  and  $128.8 
million  for  new  telephone  loans  for  1971. 
With  these  funds  the  rural  electric  and 
telephone  services  will  continue  to  im¬ 
prove  for  25  million  rural  residents. 

Today,  over  98  percent  of  our  Nation’s 
farms  have  electric  service  and  more 
than  80  percent  have  dial  telephones. 
Rural  people  have  made  good  use  of  these 
services — doubling  their  use  of  electricity 
every  7  to  10  years.  The  continuing  need 
to  develop  and  vitalize  rural  America  is 
the  great  challenge  for  the  1,200  rural 
electric  and  telephone  systems. 

Of  widespread  concern  to  rural  Amer¬ 
ica  as  well  as  to  the  urban  populations 
is  the  matter  of  pollution.  Increased 
funds  for  planning  and  construction  are 
provided  in  this  bill  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  and  flood  prevention  activities  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  Over  the 
years,  these  important  programs  have 
built  or  planned  8,944  floodwater  retard¬ 
ing  structures  and  440  multiple-purpose 
reservoirs  which  will  catch  2.9  billion 
tons  of  sediment  near  its  source. 

hi  addition,  despite  determined  oppo¬ 
sition  by  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  the  conferees  have  included 
$195,500,000  for  the  1971  ACP  program. 
In  the  face  of  a  vast  outpouring  of  let¬ 
ters  and  the  fact  that  both  Houses  had 
substantially  agreed  on  a  new  program 
early  in  the  fiscal  year,  no  1971  program 
has  been  announced. 

While  I  have  been  a  supporter  of  the 
many  efforts  by  the  Government  to  stem 
the  tide  of  pollution,  and  support  such 
efforts  now,  it  is  hard  to  understand  why, 
while  these  tremendous  amounts  of 
money  for  pollution  control — in  excess 
of  $2  billion  for  the  current  year,  and 
probably  twice  that  amount  for  the  next 
year — are  recommended  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  at  the  same  time  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  recommends,  as  it 
has  for  14  years,  a  drastic  reduction  in 
or  elimination  of  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  wherein  about  one 
million  Americans  put  up  their  time  and 
their  money — two- thirds  of  the  cost — 
not  only  to  save  the  lands  for  future  gen¬ 
erations  but  to  help  to  preserve  our  wa¬ 
ter  as  we  protect  man  from  the  pollution 
of  our  streams. 

Apart  from  the  program  benefits,  the 
abolishment  of  this  program  will  cause 
the  closing  of  about  300  county  ASCS 
offices  where  farmers  must  go  to  transact 
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their  business  with  the  Government  as 
well  as  the  loss  of  about  870  man-years  of 
Soil  Conservation  Service  technical  staff, 
technicians,  I  might  add,  who  have  dedi¬ 
cated  their  lives  to  fighting  pollution  at 
its  source — the  land.  Because  of  these 
facts,  the  conferees  have  directed  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  be  announced 
without  further  delay. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  feel  I  should  point 
out  we  added  the  following  language  to 
the  section  on  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Conservation  Operations,  page  9 : 

Provided,  That  Public  Law  40,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  making  appropriations  for 


the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm 
Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  for  other  purposes, 
is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  period 
following  the  last  proviso  in  the  section  en¬ 
titled  “Flood  Prevention’’,  substituting  a 
comma  and  adding  the  following:  “and 
where  the  Army  does  have  jurisdiction  and 
responsibility,  may  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  Army  to  carry  out  jointly  the 
measures  heretofore  set  out  and  in  areas 
where  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pur¬ 
chase  land  rights  for  structural  measures, 
the  Secretary  in  lieu  of  such  acquisition, 
may  reimburse  local  organizations  for  such 
proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  land  rights 
furnished  by  local  organizations  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  deems  equitable  in  consideration  of 
the  national  interest. 
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This  language  when  added  to  Public 
Law  40,  84th  Congress,  will  enable  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  more  fully  discharge  their 
responsibilities  and  by  agreement  to 
meet  many  erosion,  bank  caving,  and 
other  problems. 

Of  concern  to  all  of  us  are  the  pro¬ 
grams  of  agriculture  directed  to  the 
problems  of  human  nutrition.  The  funds 
included  in  the  bill,  are  today  serving 
free  and  reduced-price  lunches  to  5.3 
million  needy  youngsters;  12  million  are 
receiving  the  benefit  of  the  famly  assist¬ 
ance  programs.  I  am  including  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  a  summary  of  the 
food  programs  for  1970  and  1971: 


FOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 


[Program  level— dollars  in  thousands.  The  House  did  not  consider  the  Child  Nutrition  budget  amendment  of  $216,579,000  submitted  to  the  Senate  on  July  1, 1970] 


Fiscal  year  1971 


Program 

Fiscal  year 
1970 

House 

bill 

Senate 

bill 

Conference 

recom¬ 

mendations 

A.  Child  nutrition  program: 

1.  Cash  grants  to  States: 

(a)  School  lunch  (Sec.4)___ 

$168,  041 

$169,721 

$225,  000 

$225,  000 

(b)  Free  and  reduced-price 

lunches _ 

134,  800 

200,  000 

356,  400 

356, 400 

(c)  School  breakfast _ 

12,  000 

15, 000 

15,  000 

15,000 

(d)  Nonfood  assistance _ 

15,  000 

17,  500 

15,  000 

15,000 

(e)  State  administrative 

expenses _ 

2,  750 

2,  750 

3,500 

3,500 

(f)  Nonschool  food  pro- 

gram . . . . 

2  13, 572 

2  5,  000 

2  15, 000 

2  15,  000 

Total,  cash  grants.. 

346, 163 

414, 971 

629, 900 

629, 900 

2.  Commodities  to  States _ 

230, 205 

264, 465 

264, 465 

264, 465 

3.  Nutrition  training  activities _ 

5, 542 

750 

750 

4.  Federal  operating  expenses _ 

5, 282 

6, 442 

6, 442 

Total,  child  nutrition  program. 

581,650 

689, 978 

901,557 

901,  557 

B.  Special  milk  program: 

1.  Milk  (direct  appropriation) _ 

83,314 

103,314 

103,314 

103,314 

2.  Special  Section  32  funds  used 

20,  000 

3.  Administrative  expenses _ 

'686 

686 

686 

686 

Total,  special  milk  program.. 

104,  000 

104,  000 

104,  000 

104,  000 

Fiscal  year  1971 


Program 


Fiscal  year 
1970 


House  Senate  Conference 

bill  bill  recom¬ 

mendations 


C.  Family  feeding  program: 

1.  Food  Stamp  program _ 

2.  Direct  distribution  to  families: 

(a)  Section  32  commodi¬ 

ties _ _ 

(b)  Financial  assistance 

to  States _ 

(c)  Federal  directopera- 

tion  at  local  level.. 

(d)  Section  416 _ 

* 

Total,  direct  dis¬ 
tribution  to  fam¬ 
ilies _ _ 

3.  Nutrition  supplement . . 

Total,  Family  feeding _ 

D.  Direct  distribution  to  institutions _ 

E.  Nutrition  education  program3 _ 

Total,  food  assistance  program . 


$610,000  $1,250,000  $1,750,000  $1,420,000 


182,015  160,300  160,300 


16, 000 

2,318 

61,942 


19, 700 
92, 745 


19,700 

92,745 


160,  300 
19,700 

92, 745 


262,275 
33,  000 

272,745 
40,  000 

272,745 
40,  000 

272,745 
40,  000 

905, 275 

1,562,745 

2,  062,  745 

1,732,745 

12,889 

26,416 

26,416 

26,416 

30,  000 

50,  000 

50,  000 

50,  000 

.  1,633,814 

2,433,139 

3,144,718 

2,814,718 

1  Revised  to  reflect  approval  of  Public  Law  91-207  (Mar.  12, 1970)  to  provide  additional  funds  for 
child  nutrition  program. 


3  Excludes  balances  carried  forward  to  succeeding  year. 
3  Includes  administrative  expenses. 


The  conference  committee  carefully 
considered  the  plight  of  the  food  stamp 
program.  The  conferees  appropriated 
$1,420  million  calculated  to  continue 
this  program  at  about  the  current  level. 
The  conferees  agreed  that  to  place  more 
funds  in  the  bill — up  to  the  $1,750  mil¬ 
lion  provided  by  the  Senate — would  be 
prejudicial  to  the  work  on  a  new 
authorization  measure  to  be  considered 
here  today  or  tomorrow. 

The  conferees  are  aware  that  final 
action  of  both  bodies  on  the  food  stamp 
authorization  bill  remains  uncertain. 
In  the  interim,  funds  contained  in  this 
bill  should  very  well  suffice  until  action 


on  a  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
early  next  session. 

The  conference  bill  carries  language 
limiting  the  expenditure  of  funds  to  the 
amounts  authorized.  The  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1968  (Public  Law  90-552)  au¬ 
thorized  $170  million  through  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1970.  Because  of  the  changes  in 
the  food  stamp  program  raising  its  cost. 
Congress  approved  a  special  appropria¬ 
tion — under  Public  Law  91-305 — of  $300 
million  available  through  October  31, 
1970  and  chargeable  to  the  1971  appro¬ 
priation. 

The  continuing  resolution  (Public  Law 


91-454)  approved  October  15,  1970, 

amended  the  $300  million  to  read  $600 
million  and  made  it  available  through 
January  31,  1971.  Therefore,  a  total  au¬ 
thorization  of  $770  million  is  currently 
available  to  be  spent.  If,  because  of  the 
lateness  of  the  session,  final  agreement 
cannot  be  reached  on  a  new  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  a  further  increase  in  the  au¬ 
thorization  can  be  sought  to  assure  the 
continuation  of  the  program. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  introduce  for  the  Record  a  com¬ 
prehensive  table  reflecting  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  conferees. 


■  f**.'  •  -  "  'Ulwttll 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  CONFEREE  RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  NEW  BUDGET  (OBUGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970, 
BUDGET  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  HOUSE  AND  SENATE  BILLS  FOR  1971 

[Note — All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
enacted  to 

Budget 
estimates 
of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 
fiscal  year 
1971 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  House  bill 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority  - 
recommended 
by  conferees 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (-)  Conferee 
recommendations  compared  with— 

Agency  and  title 

date,  fiscal 
1970  i 

1970 

1971  budget 

1971 
House  bill 

1971 
Senate  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

TITLE  1 — GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research: 

Direct  appropriation . 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 _ 

$142, 886, 200 
(15, 000, 000) 

$141,437, 200 
(15,  000, 000) 

$146, 143, 200 
(15,  000,  000) 

$160,446,200 
(15,  000, 000) 

$151, 633, 000 
(15,  000,  000). 

+$8, 746,  800 

+$10, 195, 800 

+$5, 489, 800 

— $8, 813,200 

Total,  research _ 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and 

pest  control _ 

Special  fund  (reappropriation)... 

(157, 886,  200) 

97,393,750 
2, 000, 000 

(156, 437,200) 

98, 763, 750 
(2, 000,  000) 

(161, 143,200) 

98,619,750 
(2, 000,  000) 

(175, 446, 200) 

99,369,750 
(2, 000,  000) 

(166,633,000) 

98,619, 750 
(2, 000,  000) 

(+8, 746, 800)  (+10, 195, 800) 

+1,226,000  -144,000 

-2,000,000  _ _ 

(+5,489,800)  ( 

-8, 813,200) 

-750, 000 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses... 
Salaries  and  expenses  (special  foreign 
currency  program) _ 

242, 279, 950 

5, 000, 000 

240, 200,950 

5,000, 000 

244, 762,950 

5, 000, 000 

259,815,950 

5,  000, 000 

250, 252, 750 

5,000,000  . 

+7,972, 800 

+10, 051,800 

+5, 489,  800 

-9, 563, 200 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

247,279,950 

245, 200, 950 

249,762,950 

264,815,950 

255,252,750 

+7,972, 800 

+10, 051,800 

+5, 489, 800 

-9,  563, 200 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  Pay¬ 
ments  and  expenses  _ 

62, 640,  000 

72, 535, 000 

65, 076, 000 

69, 826,  000 

68,476,000 

+5, 836, 000 

-4, 059,  000 

+3,400,000 

-1,350, 000 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico.. 
Retirement  and  employees’  compen¬ 
sation  for  extension  agents _ 

Penalty  mail - - - - 

Federal  Extension  Service.  - 

114, 006,000 

10, 240,  000 
3, 400,  000 

4, 088, 000 

150, 431, 000 

13,515,000 
3,617,000 
4, 228, 000 

140,031,000 

13,  515,  000 
3,617,000 
4, 188,  000 

150,431,000 

12,932,600 

3,617,000 

4, 188,  000 

140,  031,  000 

12,932,600 

3,617,000 

4, 188,  000 

+26, 025, 000 

+2,692,600 
+217, 000  . 
+100, 000 

-10, 400, 000 

-582,400 

-40, 000  , 

-582,400  ... 

-10,400,  000 

Total,  Extension  Service . . 

131, 734, 000 

171,791,000 

161,351,000 

171,168,600 

160, 768, 600 

+29, 034, 600 

-11,022, 400 

-582,  400 

-10,  400,  000 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service:  Salaries  and 
expenses . - - - 

1,648, 000 

1,689,000 

1,649,000 

1,684,000 

1,684,  000 

+36,  000 

-5, 000 

+35,000  ... 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations _ 

River  basin  surveys  and  investigations. 
Watershed  planning _ _ _ 

131, 736,  000 

8, 839,  000 

6, 750,  000 
66, 332,  000 
24,  738, 000 
15, 417,  000 

10, 825, 000 

128,  467,  000 
9,  043,  000 

5, 434, 000 
74, 278,  000 
21, 037,  000 
15, 355, 000 

13, 876,  000 

128,  557,  000 
9,  043, 000 
6, 698,  000 
74, 278,  000 
21, 037,  000 
15, 355,  000 

13, 876,  000 

128,  457,  000 
9,  043,  000 

5, 434,  000 
76, 000,  000 
21, 037,  000 
16, 355, 000 

14, 676,  000 

128,  507,  000 

9, 043, 000 

6, 066,  000 
76,  000,  000 
21,  037,000 
15, 855,  000 

14, 276,  000 

-3,  229, 000 
+204,000  . 
-684,  000 
+9, 668, 000 
-3, 701, 000 
+438, 000 

+3, 451, 000 

+40, 000 

+632, 000 
+1,722, 000 

+500, 000 

+400, 000 

-50, 000 

-632,  000 
+1,722,000  ... 

+500, 000 

+400,  000 

+50, 000 

+632, 000 

-500, 000 

-400,000 

Watershed  works  of  improvement _ 

Flood  prevention _ _ 

Great  Plains  conservation  program — 
Resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment _ _ _ 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service _ 

264, 637, 000 

267, 490,  000 

268, 844, 000 

271,002, 000 

270, 784,  000 

+6, 147, 000 

+3, 294,  000 

+1,940,000 

-218,  000 

Economic  Research  Service:  Salaries  and 
expenses _ _ _ 

14, 962, 000 

16, 228, 000 

14,  592,  000 

16, 228, 000 

14,926, 000 

-36, 000 

-1, 302,000 

+334, 000 

-1, 302,  000 

Statistical  Reporting  Service:  Salaries  and 
expenses _ 

16,892, 800 

17, 749, 800 

17,716, 800 

17, 874, 800 

17, 796,  800 

+904, 000 

+47, 000 

+80,  000 

-78,000 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and 

regulatory  programs _ 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions.. 

137,957,  500 

1, 600, 000 

149, 247, 000 

1, 600, 000 

149, 247,  000 
1,600, 000 

159, 247,  000 

1, 750, 000 

149,  247,  000 

1, 675,  000 

+11,289,500  . 
+75, 000 

+75, 000 

+75,  000 

-10, 000,  000 
-75,000 

Total,  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service . . . . 

139, 557,  500 

150, 847,  000 

150, 847, 000 

160,997,  000 

150,922, 000 

+11, 364,500 

+75, 000 

+75,  000 

-10,075,000 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service: 

Special  milk  program . . 

Child  nutrition  programs: 

Direct  appropriation.  _ 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 . 

2  84,000,000  . 

122,  500, 000 
(194,266, 000) 

301,974,  000 
(238, 358,  000) 

104,  000,  000 

90,395,000 
(238, 358,  000) 

104,  000,  000 

301,974,  000 
(238, 358,  000) 

104,  000,  000 

301,974,000 
(238, 358,  000) 

+20, 000,  000 

+179,474,000  . 
(+44,092,  000). 

+104,000,000  . 

+211,579,000  ... 

Total,  child  nutrition  programs. 3 
Food  stamp  program _ 

(316, 766,  000) 
596, 963,  000 

(540, 332,  000) 
1,  250,  000,  000 

*  (328, 753,  000) 
1,250,000,  000 

(540, 332,  000) 
1, 750,  000,  000 

(540, 332,  000) 
1,420,000,  000 

(+223,566,  000). 
+823,  037,  000 

.  .(+211,  579,  000)... 

+170,000,000  +170,000,000  - 

-330,  000,  000 

Total,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service... 

803, 463, 000 

1,551,974,  000 

1,444, 395,  000 

2,155, 974,  000 

1,825,974,000 

+1,022, 511,000 

+274, 000,  000 

+381,579,000  - 

-330,  000,  000 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses. . . 

23,  562,  000 

24, 773,  000 

24, 023,  000 

24,  773,  000 

24, 273,  000 

+711,  000 

-500,  000 

+250,  000 

-500,  000 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 - - 

(3,117, 000) 

.  (3,117,000) 

(3,117,000) 

(3, 117,  000) 

(3,117,000). 

Total,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service.. 
Commodity  Exchange  Authority:  Salaries 
and  expenses _ 

(26, 679,  000) 

2,491,000 

(27,  890, 000) 

2, 552,  000 

(27, 140, 000) 

2, 552,  000 

(27, 890,  000) 

2, 552, 000 

(27,390,000) 

2, 552,  000 

(+711,000) 

+61,000  . 

(-500,  000) 

(+250, 000) 

(-500,000) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  CONFEREE  RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970, 
BUDGET  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  HOUSE  AND  SENATE  BILLS  FOR  1971 —Continued 

|Note — All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  "appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated) 


Agency  and  title 

(1) 


Budget 

New  budget  estimates 
(obligational)  of  new 

authority  (obligational) 
enacted  to  authority, 

date,  fiscal  fiscal  year 

1970*  1971 


(2) 


(3) 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  House  bill 

W 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

(5) 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
by  conferees 

(6) 


Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (— )  Conferee 
recommendations  compared  with — 


1970 

(7) 


1971  budget 

(8) 


1973 
House  bill 

(9) 


1971 
Senate  bill 

(10) 


TITLE  1— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES— Con. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service: 

Expenses,  ASCS: 

Direct  appropriation . .  $153,000,000  $135,466,000  $152,690,000  $150,000,000  $150,000,000  -$3,000,000  +$14,534,000  -$2,690,000 

Transfer  from  CCC _  (63,782,000)  (68,779,000)  (68,779,000)  (68,779,000)  (68,779,000)  (+4,997,000) _ _ _ 


Total,  expenses,  ASCS _  (216,782,000)  (204,245,000)  (221,469,000)  (218,779,000)  (218,779,000)  (+1,997, 000)  (+14, 534, 000)  (-2,690,000) _ 

Sugar  Act  program . . .  93,000,000  83,600,000  83,600,000  83,600,000  83,600,000  -9,400,000  _ _ _ 

Agricultural  conservation  program: 

Advance  authorization  (contract 

authorization).. . . . .  195,500,000  . . , _  195,500,000  190,000,000  195,500,000  . . +195,500,000  _ _  +$5,500,000 

Liquidation  of  contract  authoriza¬ 
tion _ _  (195,500,000)  (185,000,000)  (185,000,000)  (185,000,000)  (185,000,000)  (-10,500,000) . . . . 

Cropland  adjustment  program.. . .  77,200,000  77,800,000  77,800,000  77,800,000  77,800,000  +600, 000  . . . . 

Conservation  reserve  program _  37,250,000  _  —37,250,000  . . . . . . . . 

Emergency  conservation  measures _  5,000,000  5,000,000  5,000,000  5,000,000  5,000,000  . . . . . . . . 

Indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers.  200,000  _  500,000  250,000  +50,000  +250,000  +250,000  —250,000 


Total,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service _  561,150,000 


301,866,000  514,590,000  506,900,000  512,150,000  -49,000,000  -210,284,000  -2,440,000  +5,250,000 


Rural  Community  Development  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General:  Salaries 

and  expenses _ 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ ... 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel:  Salaries  and 

expenses . . . . 

Office  of  Information:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses... . . . . 

National  Agricultural  Library: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Library  facilities _ _ _ 


450, 000 
15,  069, 000 


15, 846,  000 


230, 000 
15,378,  000 


5  12,412,000  5  12,412,000 


-450, 000 


-230,  000 


-2,657,000  -3,434,000  -2,966,000 


Total,  National  Agricultural  Library. 
Office  of  Management  Services:  Salaries 

and  expenses _ 

General  administration:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses . . . . . . . . 


3,508,650 

3, 748,  000 

3, 508, 650 

3, 748,  000 

3,  588,650 

+80, 000 

-159, 350 

+80,  000 

-159,350 

5,656,500 

5, 657,  000 

5,657,000 

5, 657, 000 

5,657,000 

+500 

- - 

2,297,000 

2, 256, 000 

2,  256,  000 

2, 256, 000 

2,256, 000 

-41, 000 

3,446,750 

3,914,750 
800, 000 

3, 614,750 

3, 914, 750 

3, 764, 750 

+318, 000 

-150, 000 
-800, 000 

+150,000 

-150,000 

3,446,750 

4, 714, 750 

3, 614, 750 

3,914,750 

3,764,750 

+318, 000 

-950, 000 

+150,000 

-150,000 

3,274,000 

3, 518, 000 

3, 384, 000 

3, 459, 000 

3,459,000 

+185, 000 

-59, 000 

+75,000  . 

5, 263, 000 

6, 041, 000 

5, 559, 000 

6, 058, 000 

6, 058, 000 

+795, 000 

+17,000 

+499,000  . 

.  2,308,982,150 

2, 866,476,  500 

2,954, 986,150 

3, 701, 300, 100 

3, 342, 754, 550 

+1, 033, 772, 400 

+476, 278, 050 

+387, 768, 400 

-358,  545/550 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 

Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

Loan  authorizations: 

Electrification- . .  340,  000, 000 

Telephone . .  123,300,000 

Contingency  reserve . . 


322,  000, 000 
123,  800, 000 


322, 000,  000 
123,  800,  000 
20,000,000  . 


352, 000,  000 
138, 800,  000 


337,  000, 000 
128,  800,  000 


-3, 000, 000 
+5,  500, 000 


+15, 000,000 
+5, 000, 000 


+15,000,000  -15,000,000 

+5,000,000  -10,000,000 

-20,000,000  . . . . 


Total,  loans  (authorization  to 

spend  debt  receipts) _ 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . 

Total,  Rural  Electrification  Admin- 


Farmers  Home  Administration: 
Direct  loan  account: 


Soil  conservation  loans. 


463, 300,  000 
14, 834, 000 

445, 800,  000 
14, 623,  000 

465,  800,  000 
14,613,000 

490,  800, 000 
14,  896,  000 

465,800,000 

14,613,000 

+2,  500, 000 
-221, 000 

+20,000,000  _ _  -25,000,000 

-10,000  _  -283,000 

478, 134,  000 

460, 423, 000 

480, 413,  000 

505,696,  000 

480, 413, 000 

+2, 279, 000 

+19,990,000  . . .  -25,283,000 

(83, 000,  000) 

.  (275,  000, 000) 
(8, 700,  000) 

(45,  500, 000) 
(275, 000,  000) 
(6, 400, 000) 

(83, 000, 000) 
(275,  000, 000) 
(8, 700,  000) 

(123, 000, 000) 
(275,  000, 000) 
(8, 700, 000) 

(103,  000, 000) 
(275,  000,  000).. 
(8, 700,  000). 

(+20,000,000)  (+57,500,000)  (+20,000,000)  (-20,000,000) 

_  (+2,300,000) _ 

Total,  direct  loan  account _  (366,700,000)  (326,900,000)  (366,700,000)  (406,700,000)  (386,700,000)  (+20,  000, 000)  (+59,  800,  000)  (+20,  000, 000)  (-20,  000,  000) 

Rural  housing: 

Insurance  fund _  (30,000,000)  (19,000,000)  (30,000,000)  (19,000,000)  (19,000,000)  (-11,000,000) _  (-11,000,000). . . 

Direct  appropriation _  334,000  334,000  334,000  334,000  +334,000  . . . . . . . 

Emergency  credit  revolving  fund _  31,918,000  _ _ _ _ _  —31,918,000  .. . . . . . . . . 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants.  46,000,000  24,000,000  100,000,000  100,000,000  100,000,000  +54,000,000  +76,000,000  _ , _ _ _ 

. .  2,  500,  000  2,  500, 000  2,  500, 000  2,  500, 000  2, 500,  000 

2,125,000  1,250,000  2,125,000  775,000  775,000 


Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor. 

Mutual  and  self-help  housing . 

Self-help  housing  land  development 

fund.. . . . . 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Direct  appropriation . . 

Transfer  from  agricultural  credit 


1, 000,  000 

71, 450,000 


600, 000 
85, 091, 000 


1, 000, 000 

81, 150, 000 


400, 000 
87, 250, 000 


400,000 

86, 000, 000 


-1,350,000  -475,000  -1,350,000  _ _ _ 

-600,000  -  200,000  -  600,000  . . 

+14,550,000  +909,000  +4,850,000  -1,250,000 


Miscellaneous  transfer _ 

(500,’ 000) 

(500,  000) 

(500, 000) 

(500, 000) 

(500,000).. 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses.... 
Total.  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration _  _ 

(74,200,000) 

154,993, 000 

(87,841,000) 

113,775,000 

(84,900,000) 

187, 109, 000 

(90, 000, 000) 

191,259,000 

(88,750, 000) 

190, 009,  000 

(+14,  550, 000) 

+35,016,000 

(+909,000) 

+76, 234,  000 

(+3,850,000) 

+2,900,000 

(-1, 250,000) 

-1,250,000 

Total,  title  II,  credit  agencies.. 

633, 127, 000 

574, 198, 000 

667,  522, 000 

696, 955, 000 

670, 422,  000 

+37, 295, 000 

+96,224,000 

+2, 900,  000 

-26,533,000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
enacted  to 

Budget 
estimates 
of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 
fiscal  year 
1971 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  House  bill 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

New  budget 
(obligational) 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (-)  Conferee 
recommendations  compared  with— 

Agency  and  title 

date,  fiscal 
1970  ‘ 

recommended 
by  conferees 

1973 

1970  1971  budget  House  bill 

1971 
Senate  bill 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7)  (8)  (9) 

(10) 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation: 

Appropriation. . .  $12,000,000 

Premium  income _  (2,339,000) 


$12,000,000  $12, 000. 000  $12,000,000  $12,000,000 

(2,335,000)  (2,335,000)  (2,335,000)  (2,335,000) 


(-$4,000). 


Total,  Administrative  and  operating 

expenses _ _ _  (14,339,000) 

Subscription  to  capital  stock. . . .  10, 000, 000  _ 


(14,335,000)  (14,335,000)  (14,335,000)  (14,335,000) 


(-4, 000). 

-10,000,000  . 


Total,  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Corporation . 


22,000,000  12,000,000  12,000,000  12,000,000  12,000,000  -10,000,000 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized 
losses: 

Appropriation... _ _  4,198,237,000  3,363,155,000  3,113,155,000  3,363,155,000  3,363,155,000 


Liquidation  of  contract  authority..  (1, 017,697, 000) - - - - - (  — 1, 017, 697, 000) 


835,082,000  _ _ +$250,000,000 


Total  appropriation  « _ (5, 215, 934, 000)(3, 363, 155, 000)(3, 113, 155, 000)(3, 363, 155, 000)(3, 363, 155, 000)(  — 1,  852, 779, 000) _ _ -(+250, 000, 000). 

Limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 
penses. . . .  (32,000,000)  (36,500,000)  (36,500,000)  (36,500,000)  (36,500,000)  (+4,500,000) . . . 


Public  Law  480: 

Sales  title  I  ...  420,000,000  526,100,000  411,100,000  411,100,000  411,100,000  -  8,900, 000  -$115, 000, 000 

Donations,  title  II.  .’.I." .  500,000,000  406,400,000  291,400,000  291,400,000  291,400,000  -208,600,000  -115,000,000 


Total,  Public  Law  480 _ _ _  920,000,000  932,  500,000  702,  500,000  702,500,000  702,500,000  -217,  500,000  -230,000,000 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental 

stockpile . I.. _  1,250,000  25,000  25,000  25,000  25,000  -1,225,000  . . . 


Total,  new  budget  (obligational) 

authority,  title  111,  Corporations..  5,  141,487,000  4,307,680,000  3,827,680,000  4,077,680,000  4,077,680,000  -1,063,807,000  -230,000,000  +250,000,000 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration:  Limitation  on 

administrative  expenses.. . .  (3,839,000)  (4,226,000)  (4,054,000)  (4,226,000)  (4,204,000) 


(+365,000)  (-22,000)  (+150,000)  (-$22,000) 


RECAPITULATION 

Title  I- General  activities  2  308,982,150  2,866,476,500  2,954,986,150  3,701,300,100  3,342,754,550  +1,033,772,400  +476,278,050  +387,768,400  -358,545,550 

Title  li- Credit  agencies .  633,127,000  574,198,000  667,522,000  696,955,000  670,422,000  +37,295,000  +96,224,000  +2,900,000  -26,533,000 

Title  III-  CorDorations  . .  5,141,487,000  4,307,680,000  3,827,680,000  4,077,680,000  4,077,680,000  -1,063,807,000  -230,000,000  +250,000,000 

T  e  v'Reiated agencies::;:;::::::::::  (3,839,000  (4,226,100  (4,054,000  (4,226,000  (4,204,000 


(+365,000)  (-22,500)  (+150,000)  (-22,000) 


Total.  New  budget  (obligational) 
authority 7 . . . 

Consisting  of— 

1.  Appropriations . 

2.  Reappropriations _ 

3.  Contract  authorizations 

4.  Authorizations  to  spend 


.  8,083,596,150 

7, 748, 354, 500 

7, 450, 188, 150 

8,  475,935,100 

8, 090, 856,  550 

+7,260, 400 

+342,  502, 050 

+640, 668,  400 

-385, 078, 550 

7,422,796,150 

2  000  000 

7, 302, 554, 500 

6, 788,  888, 150 

7, 795, 135, 100 

7, 429,  556, 550 

+6,760, 400 
-2, 000, 000 

+127,002,050 

+640, 668,  400 

-365, 578, ,550 

195:500,000 

195,  500, 000 

190,000, 000 

195,500,000  .. 

+195,  500,000 

+5,  500, 000 

1 

.  463,300,000 

445, 800, 000 

465, 800, 000 

490,  800,  000 

465,  800,  000 

+2,  500,  000 

+20, 000, 000 

-25,  000,  000 

Memoranda: 

1.  Appropriations  to  liqui- 

izaUon^  1, 213,  197, 000  185, 000, 000  185, 000, 000  185, 000, 000  185, 000,  000  - 1, 028,  197, 000  . 

2.  Appropriations,  includ¬ 

ing  appropriations  to 

,,qu,  atecontractau-  g  635  g93  15Q  7  437  554  500  6,973,888,150  7,980,135,000  7,614,556,550  -1,021,436,600  +127,002,050  +640,668,400  -365,578,550 

3  Transfers  from  sec.' 32'.;  ’212;383,000  256,475,000  256,475,000  256,475,000  256,475,000  +44,092,000  .  . . . . . . . 

4!  Transfer  from  CCC.  ...  63:782:000  68: 779, 000  68+79:000  68,779,000  68,779,000  +4,997,000  .. . 


Total,  new  budget 

thority!.— 8, 083, 596, 150  7,748,354,500  7,450,  188,  150  8,475,935,100  8,090,856,550 
Less:  Loan  repayments, 

mlinisUaetionf*Cat'0n:.Ad'.  156,600,000  167,300,000  167,300,000  167,300,000  167,300,000 


+7,260,400  +342,502,050  +640,668,400  -385,078,550 
+10,700,000  . 


Net  total,  new  budget 

thonty*10"3--.- A1 2 3 4!".  7, 926, 996, 150  7,  581, 054,  500  7, 282, 888, 150  8, 308, 635, 100  7, 923,  556,  550 


1  Includes  adjustments  for  transfers  authorized  in  the  indefinite  portion  of  the  2d  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act  for  financing  increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  91-231. 

2  An  additional  $100,000,000  was  provided  in  the  1970  Appropriation  Act  from  sec.  32,  perma¬ 
nent  appropriation,  which  included  $20,000,000  for  special  milk. 

3  An  additional  $30,000,000  was  provided  by  Public  Law  91-207,  approved  Mar.  12,  1970,  from 

sec.  32,  permanent  appropriation.  _  .  ...  , 

4  A  budget  amendment  for  an  additional  $216,579,000  was  submitted  directly  to  the  Senate. 
« In  addition,  $3,434,000  is  available  by  transfer  from  food  stamp  appropriation. 

sln  addition,  there  is  permanent  indefinite  contract  authority  (budget  authority  established 


under  basic  law)  of  $440,756,000  in  the  1971  budget  and  Senate  bill,  and  $690,756,000  in  the 
House  bill.  For  fiscal  year  1970  none  is  required. 

7  Note— Does  not  include  interest  receipts  under  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  esti¬ 
mated  at  $116,100,000  in  1970  and  $119,300,000  in  1971  that  are  covered  into  miscellaneous  re¬ 
ceipts  of  the  Treasury. 

"Deducting  REA  loan  repayments  from  these  totals  has  the  effect  of  converting  these  figures  to 
a  basis  comparable  with  the  treatment  of  all  other  major  loan  programs  in  the  Federal  budget. 
Other  loan  programs  operated  through  revolving  funds  net  loan  repayments  against  budget  out¬ 
lays,  whereas  REA  loan  repayments  are  covered  into  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 


Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


conference  relative  to  the  agriculture  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

I  think  there  are  several  things  with 
regard  to  the  report  that  are  significant. 

In  the  first  place,  as  the  chairman 
said,  we  have  provided  for  expenditures 
of  funds  for  so  many  of  the  very  essen- 


Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  chairman,  Mr.  Whitten,  for  yield¬ 
ing. 

As  usual,  the  chairman  has  done  an  ex¬ 
cellent  job  in  presenting  an  explanation 
to  the  House  of  what  occurred  in  the 
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tial  programs,  such  as  the  school  lunch 
program,  the  food  stamp  program,  op¬ 
erating  the  respective  farm  programs, 
and  so  forth. 

Yet,  the  final  conference  report  is 
actually  only  $7,262,000  over  and  above 
the  figure  of  last  year.  When  we  look  at 
the  totals,  however,  there  is  an  indication 
that  it  is  $342.5  million  over  and  above 
this  year’s  budget  estimates,  it  should 
be  remembered:  That  $250  million  of  this 
is  for  reimbursement  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  which  does  not  repre¬ 
sent  an  expenditure. 

It  does  not  represent  an  expenditure  so 
that  the  actual  expenditure  increase  is 
limited  to  $92.5  million,  which  I  think 
speaks  well  for  agriculture,  and  is  in 
compliance  with  the  statements  that  I 
put  in  the  Record  during  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  original  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  and  its  relationship  to  the 
national  expenditures  on  all  scenes. 

So  on  that  basis  I  can  very  heartily 
recommend  to  the  House  the  approval  of 
this  conference  report. 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  the  Congress  earlier  this  year  saw 
fit  to  establish  a  limitation  at  $55,000 
per  commodity  per  farmer  for  feed 
grains,  wheat,  and  cotton.  This  was  pre¬ 
sented  as  a  measure  that  would  have  a 
number  of  benefits,  including  the  benefit 
of  reducing  the  programs’  cost. 

Can  the  gentleman  indicate  how  much 
will  be  saved  in  the  current  fiscal  year 
as  a  result  of  the  limitation  having  been 
accepted? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  know  of  the  active 
interest  that  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  has  in  this  subject.  How¬ 
ever,  our  conferees  did  not  go  into  it  with 
that  in  mind.  As  the  gentleman  will  re¬ 
member,  this  is  fixed  by  the  existing  law, 
and  we  have  to  pick  up  the  cost  after  the 
fact.  So  while  we  have  restored  the  cap¬ 
ital  impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  we  have  had  no  occasion  to 
make  a  thorough  study  to  see  what  the 
effect  of  the  $55,000  limitation,  which  is 
in  the  conference  report,  will  have  on 
the  overall  cost. 

I  know  the  gentleman  has  very  definite 
ideas  about  its  effect,  and  what  it  will 
save,  but  I  will  have  to  say  candidly  that 
in  carrying  out  our  responsibilities  it  did 
not  call  for  such  a  study. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Could  the  gentleman 
say  whether  the  impairment  of  the  cap¬ 
ital  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  during  previous  years  was  fully  re¬ 
stored  as  a  result  of  this? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  was  fully  restored, 
and  it  was  thought  that  was  a  good  thing. 
The  Senate  did  this,  I  might  say  to  the 
House.  The  amount  involved  was  $250 
million,  but  that  does  not  come  out  of  the 
Treasury;  it  is  a  bookkeeping  item,  it 
just  shows  the  corporation  has  that  much 
more  borrowing  authority,  but  it  was 
thought  and  it  was  agreed  that  with  a 
new  farm  bill  it  might  be  a  good  thing  to 
start  out  with  a  solidly  financed  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 


Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  offer  my 
gratitude  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Whitten)  and  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  (Mr.  Langen)  for  their  foresight  in 
putting  the  money,  $195  million,  back  in 
the  bill  for  the  agriculture  conservation 
program. 

We  are  in  the  process  now,  nationwide, 
of  deliberating  conservation  and  pollu¬ 
tion,  and  I  believe  this  program  will  serve 
a  good  purpose,  both  for  the  urban  and 
rural  areas  across  the  country. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  my  colleague 
for  his  gracious  statement. 

Mr.  SCHERLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  IN  DISAGREEMENT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  3:  On  page  3,  line 
21,  strike  out  “$1,500,000”  and  insert 
“$3,760,000”. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  and  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  the  following:  “$4,- 
580,000”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  the  motion  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  a  printing 
error  on  page  HI  1294  where  reference 
is  made  to  the  action  of  the  conferees 
on  the  amendment  numbered  15.  The 
item  relates  to  the  incorrect  reference  to 
the  amendment  number  in  the  middle  of 
that  paragraph.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  correction  be  made. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  on  the  conference  report  just 
adopted  and  to  include  certain  tables 
with  reference  thereto  and  also  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  revise  and  extend  their  remarks 
on  the  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERMISSION  TO  SEND  TO  CONFER¬ 
ENCE  THE  BILL  (H.R.  17755)  MAK¬ 
ING  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DI 
PARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATIJ 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask/unan- 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Shaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  17755) ,  an  a<n  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Transportation  and  related/agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  Jun^ 30,  1971,  and 
for  other  purposes,  witlySenate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agrafe  to  the  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate/ 

The  SPEAKER/Gs  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  tl>e  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 


OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  >of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

le  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
5t  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  Housed 
A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 


lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  388] 

Abbitt 

GUbert 

Podell 

Alexander 

Gray 

Pollock 

Ashbrook 

Grover 

Powell 

AspinaU 

Gubser 

Preyer,  N.C. 

Baring 

Halpem 

Purcell 

Bolling 

Hanna 

Rees 

Brock 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Relfel 

Burton,  Utah 

Harsha 

Rivers 

Button 

Harvey 

Roberts 

Carey 

Horton 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Clark 

Jarman 

Roudebush 

Clay 

Karth 

Scheuer 

Collier 

Kee 

Stephens 

CoUins,  Tex. 

King 

Stokes 

Cramer 

McEwen 

Tieman 

Daddario 

McKneally 

Waggonner 

Dent 

Meskill 

Waldie 

Diggs 

Morton 

Weicker 

Dowdy 

Moss 

Wiggins 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Wilson,  Bob 

Edwards,  La. 

Nelsen 

Wold 

Yallon 

O’Hara 

Wright 

GSdlagher 

Gettys 

O’Konski 

Ottinger 

Wydler 

SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  362 
Memb^s  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quori 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  linger  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


PERMISSION  TOvSEND  TO  CONFER¬ 
ENCE  THE  BILLVH.R.  17755)  MAK¬ 
ING  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thereSobjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PREFERENTIAL  motion  offered  b! 

MR.  YATES 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offers 
preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Yates  moves  that  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
bill  H.R.  17755  be  instructed  to  agree  to  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  No.  4. 
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CRD  serves  as  the  coordinator  for  Army  par¬ 
ticipation  in  this  program. 

\  (f)  Speaker  Requests.  Over  800  requests 
Vor  Army  speakers  were  processed  from  civic 
diutas,  church  groups,  veteran  organizations, 
professional  clubs,  etc.,  on  a  variety  of  sub- 
jectdw \ 

(g) \Bands.  Army  bands  and  musical  units 
are  inNreat  demand  as  evidenced  by  the 
approximately  675  processed  requets  received 
by  this  offte  during  the  first  nine  months  of 
FY  1970.  Typical  of  these  actions  was  a  re¬ 
quest  from  tfo>  Chairman  of  the  Philadel¬ 
phia  Pulaski  Dkv  Parade  through  a  Congres- 
isonal  office  for  \Army  participation  in  the 
October  5th  Pulaski"  Day  Parade  in  Philadel¬ 
phia.  The  173rd  U5.  Army  Band  from  Fort 
Dix,  New  Jersey,  fulfilled  that  request.  In  ad¬ 
dition  CRD  coordinated. and  scheduled  the 
United  States  Army  Fiehi  Band  and  Chorus 
for  250  performances  before  an  estimated 
600,000  persons  during  FY  1SJ70. 

(h)  US  Army  Parachute  Tdam.  During  the 
first  nine  months  of  FY  1970,  \09  parachute 
demonstrations  were  coordinated,  and  ar¬ 
ranged  for  the  Golden  KnightsNnarachute 
team.  Demonstrations  were  perfumed  at 
Bradenton,  Florida  at  the  reqeust  oOFlorida 
State  authorities  in  connection  witX  “De 
Soto  Week”  (approximately  3500  spectators 
viewed  the  demonstration)  and  Chariest 
South  Carolina,  at  the  request  of  tl 
Charleston  Tricentennial  Commission  and'' 
the  South  Carolina  State  Tricentennial  Com¬ 
mission  (approximately  30,000  spectators,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Mayor  of  Charleston,  viewed  the 
demonstration) . 

(i)  Army  participation  in  Public  Events. 
CRD  responded  to  approximately  1000  re¬ 
quests  for  participation  by  Army  personnel 
and  equipment  in  civic-sponsored  public 
events.  Such  a  request  was  received  in  Oc¬ 
tober  1969,  for  the  participation  of  an  Army 
color  guard  and  firing  squad  for  a  Laconia, 
New  Hampshire,  Veterans’  Day  flagpole  dedi¬ 
cation  ceremony.  Arrangements  were  made  to 
provide  the  requested  support  from  Company 
B,  368th  Engineer  Battalion,  of  the  United 
States  Army  Reserve  stationed  in  Laconia. 

(j)  -Veterans’  Recognition.  The  American 
people  have  a  continuing  interest  in  the  wel¬ 
fare  and  morale  of  American  servicemen  and 
initiate  many  projects  to  show  their  concern 
as  evidenced  by  150  requests  received  by  CRD. 
One  such  project  was  initiated  by  a  citizens’ 
group  in  Gallup,  New  Mexico  to  honor  a  re¬ 
turning  serviceman,  a  representative  of  all 
servicemen  from  the  area,  during  the  Christ¬ 
mas  season.  CRD  assisted  in  locating  a  serv¬ 
iceman  from  the  Gallup  area  who  met  the^ 
requirements  or  the  project  and  coordinate 
this  information  through  the  interested  Cc  ' 
gressional  office. 

(k)  US  Army  Exhibit  Unit.  At  the  request 
of  civilian  organizations  and  military  necruit- 
ing  offices,  11  exhibits  were  shower  in  228 
cities  before  a  total  audience  of  *2  million 
persons.  Eighty  percent  of  the  enmibits  were 
in  support  of  the  Army  recruiting  program. 
(See  schedule  at  Incl  2) . 

(l)  In  addition  to  the  ah6ve,  CRD  serves 
as  point  of  contact  between  the  Army  ele¬ 
ments  and  the  Office  of  tfie  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  (Publiar  Affairs)  in  matters 
relating  to  Army  participation  in  activities 
such  as  those  descnbed  above.  CRD  also 
monitors  Army  Regulations  dealing  with 
community  relations. 

(m)  As  the  Army  point  of  contact,  CRD 
forwards  inpiUr  provided  by  the  Army  staff 
and  the  major  commands  to  the  Defense  In¬ 
dustry  Bulletin  which  is  published  by  the  De¬ 
fense  Supply  Agency,  a  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  agency. 

(2)  l Command  Information  Division.  Ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Command  Information  Divi- 
sio y  deal  solely  with  internal  information 

are  discussed  in  paragraph  2,  below. 

(3)  Policy,  Plans  and  Programs  Division. 
'Policy,  Plans  and  Programs  Division’s  activi¬ 
ties  complemented  those  of  community  rela¬ 


tions,  public  information,  and  command  in¬ 
formation.  As  the  major  planning  and  policy 
office  for  OCINFO,  activities  of  the  division 
involved  developing,  coordinating,  and  ad¬ 
ministering  plans  and  policies  with  other 
OCINFO  divisions,  and  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partments  of  the  Army  and  Defense.  Actions 
actually  dealing  with  the  external  informa¬ 
tion  program  are  normally  accomplished  by 
the  Community  Relations  Division  and  the 
Public  Information  Division  as  described  in 
paragraphs  le(l),  above  and  le(4),  below. 

(4)  Public  Information  Division.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  are  examples  of  Public  Information 
Division  activities  during  FY  1970: 

(a)  Public  Information  Division  responded 
to  approximately  13,450  media  queries  during 
the  period  1  July  1969  through  15  April  1970. 
Additionally,  some  14,000  other  queries  were 
answered  from  private  citizens  and  organiza¬ 
tions,  including  coordination  of  responses  to 
Members  of  the  Congress.  These  queries 
ranged  from  very  simple  matters  about  the 
Army,  providing  biographies,  fact  sheets  re¬ 
garding  equipment,  etc.,  to  complex  ques¬ 
tions  requiring  extensive  research  and  staff 
coordination  involving  such  matters  as  the 
alleged  My  Lai  incident,  the  Green  Berets  in¬ 
cident,  and  the  NCO  Clubs  investigation.  _ 
Among  the  public  inquiries,  many  were  rey 
quests  from  high  school  and  college  students 
seeking  material  and  assistance  in  prepara¬ 
tion  of  term  papers,  theses  and  other  pefer- 
;nce  material.  Under  the  Freedom  of/anfor- 

ttion  Act,  the  Army  has  a  mandat  to  be 
re^onsive  in  making  full  disclosure  with 
minnnum  delay,  consistent  with  National  se- 
curitykto  requests  for  information  from  the 
media  and  the  public. 

DurinNthis  period,  coordination  was  ef¬ 
fected  on\8  Medal  of  Honor  presentations, 
etc.,  for  prekg  kits,  and  for  response  to  the 
media. 

(b)  Approxinfotely  public  releases  were 
cleared  for  issue 'by Subordinate  commands. 
See  sample  at  InCfosure  3.  Some  150  other 
releases  were  preniftrkd  and  forwarded  to  the 
Department  of  0efenfo  for  national  release. 
See  sample  r.Jr  Incloswre  4.  National  an¬ 
nouncements/of  approximately  660  contract 
awards  invoking  amounts'of  more  than  one 
million  dollars  were  made  trough  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense.  Arrangements  were 
made  tor  approximately  185  interviews  by 
mediar  representatives  with  members  of  the 
Den/ixtment  of  the  Army  staff,  as  weU  as  tours 
t (^subordinate  installations  by  pre\  repre- 

fntatives. 

Fifty  newspapers  from  all  parts  oN  the 
United  States  are  screened  on  a  daily  bk^is 
for  analysis  of  information  of  special  Arr 
interest. 

f.  No  motion  pictures  are  produced  for  the 
external  public.  Motion  pictures  produced 
in  support  of  the  internal  information  pro¬ 
gram  that  are  available  to  the  public,  upon 
request,  are  discussed  in  paragraph  2g,  below. 

g.  ‘‘The  Army  Hour”  is  a  twenty-five  min¬ 
ute  radio  program  of  soldier  interviews  and 
music.  Last  year,  52  programs  were  released 
to  approximately  1,232  commercial  and  edu¬ 
cational  radio  stations  in  the  United  States 
and  285  American  Forces  radio  stations  over¬ 
seas.  “Worldwide”  is  a  five-minute  radio  pro¬ 
gram  of  soldier  interviews.  Last  year,  104  pro¬ 
grams  were  released  to  approximately  1,058 
commercial  and  educational  radio  stations 
in  the  United  States  and  285  American  Forces 
radio  stations  overseas.  During  FY  1970, 
through  31  March,  the  Army  Hometown  News 
Center  released  378,592  audiotapes,  1,353  tele¬ 
vision  film  clips,  and  1,658,000  printed  re¬ 
leases.  This  material,  consisting  of  news  of 
local  soldiers  for  use  by  their  hometown 
media,  was  furnished  to  2,474  radio  stations 
and  546  television  stations. 

h.  Copies  of  major  commands’  monthly  re¬ 
ports  for  non-local  travel  for  external  infor¬ 
mation  purposes,  as  required  by  paragraphs 
27  and  28,  AR  360-5,  for  the  FY  1970  are  at 


Inclosure  5.  As  examples,  one  staff  officer  was 
sent  to  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina  a  mi  to 
Korea  on  Operation  Focus  Retina.  Oner  staff 
officer  went  to  Miami,  Florida,  and  Fort 
Bragg,  North  Carolina,  on  the  IX  Conference 
of  American  Armies.  Two  staff  officers  trav¬ 
eled  to  Fort  Benning,  Georgia,  anofPort  Hood, 
Texas,  for  liaison  visits  in  connection  with 
press  arrangements  for  the  Iffy  Lai  incident 
courts-martial. 

1.  No  “Speechmaker”  publications  were 
produced  in  FY  1970. 

j.  The  quarterly  Codimand  Information 
reports  which  relate  /Solely  to  the  internal 
information  prograjn  are  provided  at  In¬ 
closure  6. 

k.  During  FY  1970,  about  350  senior  speak¬ 
ers  (LieutenanyGeneral  and  higher  and  As¬ 
sistant  Service Secretary  and  higher)  were 
provided  in  response  to  requests  from  civic, 
service,  veprans,  and  professional  organiza¬ 
tions. 

2.  Wipi  reference  to  the  internal  infor¬ 
ma  tiojr program  of  the  Army: 

a.  phe  FY  1970  cost  for  operation  of  the 
internal  information  program.  Including 

pitary  personnel  costs,  is  estimated  at  $13,- 
10,000.  Costs  estimated  for  FY  1971  are  at 
'the  sarpe  level  as  for  FY  1970. 

b.  Because  of  the  many  duties  performed 
in  addition  to  internal  information,  person¬ 
nel  accounting  is  in  man-years  of  effort.  It 
is  estimated  that  1,141  military  and  246  ci¬ 
vilian  man-years  were  used  in  FY  1970,  on 
internal  information  activities. 

c.  The  purpose  of  the  Army  Pictorial  Cen¬ 
ter,  located  in  Long  Island  City,  New  York, 
is  to  provide  pictorial  and  audiovisual  serv¬ 
ices  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  Army  Materiel  Command, 
Continental  Army  Command,  government 
agencies,  and  other  authorized  activities; 
and  to  maintain  and  operate  the  Army  Mo¬ 
tion  Picture  Depository  and  Army  Motion 
Picture  Record  Center.  The  operating  cost 
for  FY  1970,  is  estimated  at  $10  million. 
There  are  750  persons  assigned  to  the  center, 
and  the  workload  is  250  motion  picture  proj¬ 
ects.  Only  a  small  portion  of  its  activity  is 
directly  in  support  of  the  Army  internal  in¬ 
formation  program.  Specifically,  $727,000  was 
budgeted  for  production  of  twenty-five  Big 
Picture  films  in  FY  1970.  (Latest  figures 
available  indicate  these  films  had  118,779 
showings  to  internal  audiences  and  44,762 
showings  to  external  audiences) .  For  rea¬ 
sons  of  economy,  the  Army  Pictorial  Center 
is  scheduled  to  be  closed  on  30  June  1970, 
and  the  responsibility  for  the  various  audio¬ 
visual  activities  will  be  assigned  to  other 
facilities  of  the  Army  Materiel  Command. 

d.  Army  Regulation  360-81  (Inclosure  7) 
describes  the  operation  of  all  offices,  including 
^,he  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army  National 

(uard,  which  have  a  share  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  conduct  of  the  internal  information 
program.  Costs  are  included  in  paragraph  2a, 
above 

e.  C;?Gilogs  and  listings  of  -materials  used 
in  the  internal  information  program  are  at 
Inclosure 

f.  A  copy\f  each  of  the  internal  informa¬ 
tion  materialkjiublished  during  FY  1970,  are 
at  In^osure  9,  >0,  11,  and  12. 

g.  The  detailec^lata  requested  is  shown  in 
Inclosure  13. 

h.  Periodicals  published  for  use  in  the  in¬ 
ternal  information  program  during  FY  1970 
and  the  costs  for  each  ar 

Army  Reserve - JV - $250,  000 

Commanders  Call  Support  Ma¬ 
terial  _ _ -  47,  600 

Army  Digest _ V —  426,  000 

Army  news/photo  features - 48,  000 

i.  As  of  30  May  1970,  there  wefo  140  au¬ 
thorized  Army  newspapers  and  22  magazines 
being  published  throughout  the  Arms.  The 
estimated  total  cost  is  $1,412,537,  ofNhich 
$385,964  was  from  appropriated  funds\and 
$1,026,673  from  non-appropriated  funds.  1^- 
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tashed  at  Inclosure  14  are  three  sample  news¬ 
papers  and  two  magazines. 

j.  Information  concerning  the  training 
schools\for  information  personnel  is  con¬ 
tained  ift,  DA  Circular  Number  350-74  (Incl 

15) ,  DA  \drcular  Number  350-76  (Incl 

16)  and  Defense  Information  School  Bro¬ 
chure  (Incl  17),  attached.  Thirteen  officers 
and  thirteen  civilians  attended  the  Advanced 
Public  RelationXcourse,  University  of  Wis¬ 
consin,  during  F».  1970.  Six  officers  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  OCINFO  Senior  Officer  Civil 
Schooling  Program  Nat  the  University  of 
North  Carolina,  the  University  of  Wisconsin, 
the  University  of  Colorado,  and  the  Ohio 
State  University  during  PS"  1970.  Army  per¬ 
sonnel  consisting  of  138  officers,  439  enlisted 
men  and  21  civilians  attended  courses  of  in¬ 
struction  at  the  Defense  Information  School 
during  FY  1970. 

Sincerely, 

Win  ant  SAle, 

Brigadier  General  GS,  Chief  oK  Public 
Information. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerl 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  with 
respect  to  the  comments  on  Guard  and 
Reserve  forces  included  in  the  committee 
report  on  the  defense  appropriation  bill 
for  1971, 1  agree  wholeheartedly  with  the 
requirement  for  belt  tightening  in  both 
the  National  Guard  and  Reserves  of  all 
the  services.  Such  belt  tightening 
through  improved  management  is  being 
forced  upon  the  services  through  rising 
personnel  costs,  the  prices  of  fuel  and 
other  expendable  supplies,  and  the  like. 

Before  we  punch  another  hole  in  the 
belt,  however,  we  should  recognize  that 
the  Guard  and  Reserves  have  been  living 
under  austere  budgets  since  the  political 
decision  in  1965  that  they  would  not  be 
mobilized  to  duty  in  Southeast  Asia.  For 
example,  Army  Reserve  construction  has 
been  stopped  for  6  of  the  7  years  from 
1964  to  1970.  Normal  equipment  retire¬ 
ment  and  withdrawals  of  equipment  for 
use  in  combat  from  the  Army  Guard  and 
Army  Reserve  exceeded  equipment  issues 
from  1964  to  1969. 

Thus,  for  many  years,  Guard  and 
serve  manning,  equipping,  and  trailing 
have  been  given  low  funding  priority 

Now,  as  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  has  pointed  out,  national  policy 
has  placed  on  the  Department  /f  Defense 
a  requirement  for  development  of  genu¬ 
ine  combat  capability  in yuie  National 
Guard  and  Reserve.  Secretary  Laird  has 
expressed  publicly  and  amcially  his  pol¬ 
icy  that  Guard  and  Reserve  units  must 
be  prepared  to  be  tho/primary  and  initial 
source  of  augmentation  for  the  active 
services  and  thayfhe  services  must  pro¬ 
vide  support  toyeffect  this  preparedness. 
The  services  Mve  developed  their  Guard 
and  Reserve/oudgets  to  meet  the  mini¬ 
mum  requirements  of  this  policy,  the  ob¬ 
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jective  of  which  is  the  development  of 
mobilization  equipping,  manning,  and 
training  levels  to  meet  JCS  stated  re¬ 
quirements  for  force  deployability. 

The  reductions  which  have  been  made 
in  Guard  and  Reserve  appropriations  do 
not  appear  to  be  consistent  with  this  ob¬ 
jective.  The  House  of  Representatives 
has  told  the  Air  Force  to  retain  units 
previously  programed  for  inactivation 
and  has  provided  the  necessary  funds  to 
support  this  retention.  If  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  is  approved,  we  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  signify  our  willingness  to  have 
these  units  retained  without  the  neces¬ 
sary  support  funds,  thereby  forcing  de¬ 
gradation  of  support  and  a  consequent 
lessening  of  readiness  for  deployment. 

There  is  another  point  which  we 
should  consider  before  we  determine  that 
there  is  oversupport  for  the  Air  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  and  the  Air  Force  Reserve. 
The  technician  manning  and  flying  hour 
program  represented  by  the  operations 
and  maintenance  funds  are  key  elements 
t'hich  have  made  these  components 
rtedy — so  ready  that  when  units  of  the 
Aik  Guard  and  Air  Reserve  were 
mobilized  in  1968,  they  were  ready  for 
deployment  within  72  hours  and  were 
able  to'fly  combat  missions  within  a  fev 
days  after  their  arrival  in  Vietnam. 

At  a  time  when  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  and  the  military  services  aran;ry- 
ing  to  carry  oHt  the  repeatedly  expressed 
intent  of  Congress  that  the  Guard  and 
Reserve  be  madeVeady  so  thafcAhey  can 
be  used  upon  mobilization  .and  would, 
therefore,  be  more  flkely  to/ne  mobilized 
should  the  need  arisV-ay  a  time  when 
we  are  encouraging  the 
readiness  in  all  the  Gera'S 
components,  it  wouldme  ir 
us  to  jeopardize  proven  readiness  in  the 
two  components  wiere  the  greatest  im¬ 
provement  has  b^n  made. 

Mr.  ELLE1>®ER.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorums 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  Mr. 
Murphy) /The  clerk  will  call  the  roll 
The  Assistant  legislative  clerk 
ceede^/io  call  the  roll. 

HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
jorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1971— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  sub- 
■  mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  17923)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 


Murphy).  Is  there  objection  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  consideration  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  December  7,  1970,  pp. 
H11294-H11295,  Congressional  Record.) 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  that  the  secretaries  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  notify  Senators  who  may  be 
concerned  with  this  matter  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  take  up  this  conference  report 
immediately.  I  have  heretofore  endeav¬ 
ored  to  notify  all  the  Senators  that  I 
thought  were  interested  one  way  or  the 
other  in  this  report.  I  hope  that  they 
may  be  present  on  the  floor  momentarily. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  report  on  all 
the  details  of  the  conference  agreement, 
since  the  full  text  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  have  been 
printed  as  House  Report  No.  91-1680, 
and  appears  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  of  December  7,  yesterday,  beginning 
on  page  HI  1294. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  passed  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill  on  July  9. 
The  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  con¬ 
tained  62  different  numbered  amend¬ 
ments,  comprised  of  106  individual  dif¬ 
ferences.  The  House  appointed  its  con¬ 
ferees  on  November  20,  and  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  met  on  December  2,  and 
again  on  December  3,  when  it  reached 
final  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  say  in  justice 
to  the  House  that  the  conferees  of  the 
House  were  not  appointed  until  that  late 
date  because  of  the  pendency  of  the  farm 
bill  which  had  not  become  law  until 
about  the  time  of  the  appointment  of 
the  House  conferees. 

Mr.  President,  in  recognizing  the  need 
to  economize  in  Federal  expenditures, 
plus  the  fact  that  almost  one-half  of  the 
current  year  will  have  elapsed  by  the 
time  the  President  approves  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  many  of  the  items  in  con¬ 
ference  were  reduced  below  the  amounts 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conference  agreement  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  totals  $8,090,856,550.  This 
is  $7,260,400  over  the  1970  appropriations, 
$342,502,050  over  the  1971  budget  esti- 
;  mates,  and  $385,078,550  under  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  Senate  on  July  9. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

Mr.  President,  the  principal  decrease 
under  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  per¬ 
tains  to  the  funding  for  the  food  stamp 
program. 

The  budget  estimate  and  the  House 
bill  provided  $1,250  million  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  provided  $1,750  million.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  $1,420  million.  This  is 
$330  million  under  the  Senate  bill,  but 
is  $170  million  over  the  estimate  and 
an  increase  of  $823,037,000  over  the  ob¬ 
ligations  for  fiscal  1970. 

The  entire  appropriation  of  $1,420 
million  is  available  only  within  the  limits 
of  amounts  authorized  by  law  for  fiscal 
1971. 
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Prior  to  the  meeting  of  the  conference 
committee,  I  requested  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  summarize  the  efforts 
made  by  the  Congress  so  far  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  to  carry  forward  the 
food  stamp  program  in  the  absence  of 
new  authorization.  Through  next  Jan¬ 
uary  31,  a  total  of  $770,000  has  been 
made  availble  for  this  progrm  as  fol¬ 
lows:  First,  in  Public  Law  91-294,  the 
continuing  resolution,  approved  June  29, 
1970,  section  101(a)(1)  provides  for  the 
continuation  of  programs  and  activities. 
Therefore,  under  that  resolution,  the 
remaining  $170  million  of  authorization 
from  Public  Law  91-552,  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  8,  1968,  which  authorized  extension 
of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  provided 
“not  in  excess  of  $170  million  for  the 
6  months  ending  December  31,  1970”  was 
provided. 

Second,  when  the  second  supplemen¬ 
tal  appropriation  bill  for  1970  (Public 
Law  91-305)  was  under  consideration  by 
the  Senate,  an  appropriation  of  $300  mil¬ 
lion  was  approved  with  the  amount  to  be 
charged  against  the  amount  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  food  stamp  program  when 
H.R.  17923  was  enacted.  This  was  due  to 
the  foresight  of  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana.  This  $300  million  was  to  be  avail¬ 
able  through  October  31,  1970.  Finally, 
on  October  15,  1970,  when  Public  Law 
91-454,  an  extension  of  continuing  appro¬ 
priations,  was  approied,  an  additional 
$300  million  was  appropriated  by  chang¬ 
ing  the  original  $3C0  million  just  cited 
and  contained  in  the  Second  Supplemen¬ 
tal  Appropriation  Act,  to  $600  million  to 
be  available  through  January  31, 1971. 

These  supplemental  appropriations 
and  the  continuing  resolution  thus  pro¬ 
vide  a  total  of  $770  million,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  through  January  31,  1971,  and  all  of 
which  are  chargeable  against  the  limits 
to  be  established  by  the  Congress  in  the 
authorization  act  for  the  food  stamp 
£  program  for  fiscal  1971,  not  yet  passed. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the 
amount  agreed  to;  namely,  $1,420  mil¬ 
lion,  is  adequate  to  carry  out  the  food 
stamp  program  for  the  current  fiscal 
year,  but  in  the  event  that  the  final  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  food  stamp  program, 
plus  the  needs  of  the  program  prior  to 
next  July  1,  show  an  expressed  need  for 
additional  funds,  I  am  confident  that  the 
next  Congress  will  prr  vide  such  amounts 
as  may  be  proposed  in  a  supplemental 
budget. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  letter  I  received  from  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  Lyng,  dated  November 
30,  dealing  with  the  $770  million  to  which 
I  have  just  referred,  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  November  30,  1970. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies,  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  This  responds  to 
your  informal  request  for  information  on 
available  funds  for  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
in  the  fiscal  year  1971. 

Funds  totaling  $770  million  have  been 
made  available  for  this  program  through 
January  31,  1971,  as  follows: 

1.  Under  P.L.  91-294,  approved  June  29, 

1970,  $170  million  became  available  and  has 
been  used.  Section  101(a)(1)  provides  for 
continuing  programs  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  then  pending  Department  of 
Agriculture  Appropriation  Act.  The  amount 
was  limited  to  $170  million  by  virtue  of  the 
authorization  in  P.L.  90-552,  approved  Oc¬ 
tober  8,  1968,  which  amended  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  to  authorize  "not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $170  million  for  the  six  months  end¬ 
ing  December  31,  1970.”  The  1971  Agriculture 
Appropriation  Bill  (H.R.  17923)  includes  a 
proviso  under  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
which  reads  “Provided,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  only  within  the  limits 
of  amounts  authorized  by  law  for  fiscal  year 

1971, ” 

2.  Under  P.L.  91-305,  approved  July  6, 
1970  (the  Second  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  of  1970)  a  separate  appropriation  of 
$300  million  was  approved  by  the  Congress 
"to  be  charged  to  the  amount  appropriated 
under  this  head  in  H.R.  17923,  when  en¬ 
acted."  This  $300  million  was  to  be  available 
through  October  31,  1970. 

3.  Under  P.L.  91-454,  approved  October  15, 
1970,  an  additional  $300  million  was  appro¬ 
priated  (by  changing  the  original  $300  mil¬ 
lion  above  in  the  Second  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act  to  $600  million)  to  be 
available  through  January  31,  1971. 

In  view  of  these'  actions  by  the  Congress 
there  is  presently  available  $770  million  for 
the  Food  Stamp  Program  to  be  available 
through  January  31,  1971. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  Lyng, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

ASCS - PRICE  SUPPORT  LIMITATION 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  anoth¬ 
er  item  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill 
dealt  with  a  $20,000  price  support  limi¬ 
tation  for  fiscal  year  1971.  This  was 
amendment  numbered  38,  and  was  of¬ 
fered  by  former  Senator  Smith  from  Il¬ 
linois  on  July  8,  when  the  Senate  was 
debating  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill.  At  that  time,  the  amendment  was 
adopted  by  a  vote  of  40  yeas  to  35  nays, 
with  25  Members  not  voting. 

Subsequently,  when  the  Senate  was 
considering  the  general  farm  legislation 
bill,  which  provided  for  a  3-year  exten¬ 
sion  of  farm  legislation  beginning  with 
crop  year  1971,  former  Senator  Smith 
of  Illinois  again  offered  an  amendment 
which  would  have  provided  a  limitation 
of  $20,000  per  farm  for  crop  years  1971, 

1972,  and  1973.  This  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected  by  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  44 
nays  to  21  yeas,  or  better  than  2  to 
1.  As  Senators  will  recall,  the  farm 
bill,  in  its  conference  form,  does  provide 


in  the  new  basic  law  for  a  limitation  of 
$55,000  per  producer  for  each  of  the 
major  crops.  The  President  signed  the 
farm  bill  (Public  Law  91-524)  on  De¬ 
cember  1. 

In  view  of  the  subsequent  action  of 
the  Senate  and  the  enactment  of  basic 
fram  legislation  carrying  a  $55,000  limi¬ 
tation,  the  Senate  conferees  receded  from 
amendment  numbered  38. 

In  view  of  the  adoption  of  the  $55,000 
limitation  in  basic  law,  it  is  my  hope 
that  there  will  be  no  further  effort  on 
the  part  of  Members  of  either  body  to 
impose  in  appropriation  bills  restric¬ 
tive  limitations  in  the  3  years  covered  by 
the  farm  bill. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  President,  another  item  of  gen¬ 
eral  interest  to  the  Congress  is  the  ad¬ 
vance  authorization  for  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  1971.  The  con¬ 
ference  agreement  is  for  $195,500,000,  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  instead  of  $190,- 
000,000  as  proposed  in  the  Senate  bill. 

I  regret  that  the  administration  has 
not  announced  the  1971  program.  A  year 
ago,  when  there  was  a  long  delay  in  the 
conference  which  was  concluded  on  No¬ 
vember  19,  1969,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  announced  the  1970  program  un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  the  continuing  resolu¬ 
tion,  similar  to  the  one  which  has  been 
in  effect  since  July  1,  1970. 

This  program  of  cost-sharing  has  been 
very  beneficial  to  the  protection  and 
development  of  our  natural  land  re¬ 
sources.  On  the  average,  $2  is  spent  for 
each  dollar  appropriated,  since  practices 
paid  for  are  matched  dollar  for  dollar  by 
the  producer. 

During  the  hearings,  the  officials  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  on  being 
questioned^by  the  committee,  presented 
a  strong  basis  for  continuation  of  the 
program,  even  though  the  President’s 
budget  had  proposed  elimination  of  an 
advance  program.  More  than  85  percent 
of  the  practices  are  of  an  enduring  na¬ 
ture  and  a  large  share  of  the  conserva¬ 
tion  work  installed  under  the  program 
deals  with  soil  and  water  pollution. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  President,  the  loan  authorization 
approved  by  the  conference  committee 
for  the  rural  electrification  program  is 
$337  million,  instead  of  $352  million  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conference 
amount  represents  an  increase  of  $15 
million  over  the  budget,  and  will  provide 
a  loan  level  for  the  current  fiscal  year  of 
$360  million  instead  of  $345  million,  as 
proposed  in  the  budget  and  carried  in 
the  House  bill. 

The  amount  approved  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  for  the  telephone  program  is 
$128,800,000,  instead  of  $138,800,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conference 
agreement  does  provide  an  increase  of 
$5  million  over  the  budget  estimate  and 
a  loan  level,  including  carryover  funds, 
of  $130  million  for  fiscal  1971. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  FINANCING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  President,  both  committee  reports 
recommended  to  the  REA  Administrator, 
in  differing  versions,  the  additional  de¬ 
ferment  of  principal  payments  to  encour¬ 
age  subscription  of  capital  for  the  elec¬ 
trification  borrowers  to  the  National 
Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Financing 
Corporation,  now  known  as  the  CFC. 

In  essence,  the  House  committee  re¬ 
port  proposed  deferments  on  existing 
loans  and  the  Senate  committee  report 
recommended  an  additional  3-year  de¬ 
ferment  on  new  loans,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  such  deferments  would  be 
contributed  to  the  CFC,  a  self-help  fi¬ 
nancing  venture  created  to  supplement 
the  regular  REA  lending  program. 

On  July  27,  the  REA  Administrator, 
Mr.  David  A.  Hamil,  transmitted  to  me, 
as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  a  letter 
of  the  same  date  to  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  signed  by  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  posing  a 
number  of  questions  dealing  with  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  recommendations  car¬ 
ried  in  the  House  and  Senate  committee 
reports  on  this  subject.  On  September  28, 
the  Comptroller  General  replied  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  transmitted 
a  copy  of  his  reply  to  me,  as  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee.  In  his  transmittal 
letter,  the  Comptroller  General,  Mr.  El¬ 
mer  B.  Staats,  stated: 

We  urge  that  every  effort  he  made  to  re¬ 
solve  this  matter  and  that  the  final  agree¬ 
ment  be  clearly  set  forth  In  the  legislative 
history  of  the  appropriation  act. 

In  response  to  the  request  from  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  request  by 
the  REA  Administrator,  this  matter  was 
dealt  with  by  the  conference  committee. 
On  pages  10  and  11  of  the  conference 
report  there  appears  a  statement  setting 
forth  the  agreement  of  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  both  the  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  confirming  that  the  REA  Adminis¬ 
trator  has  authority  under  sections  4  and 
12  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act,  as  amended,  to  follow  both 
the  House  and  Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  further  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  should  do  this  when  he  finds 
that  the  financial  condition  of  a  bor¬ 
rower  is  sound  and  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  interest  would  be  adequately  safe¬ 
guarded.  As  stated  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  in  exercising  this  authority,  which 
is  voluntary,  the  Administrator  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  additional  deferments 
of  at  least  3  years  on  outstanding  loans 
in  addition  to  any  previous  deferment, 
and  the  deferment  of  principal  on  new 
loans  made  after  the  date  of  this  report 
for  3  years,  in  addition  to  the  deferment 
period  normally  granted  on  new  loans 
under  preexisting  practices.  These  defer¬ 
ments  may  be  made  to  meet  local  needs 
or  where  the  desire  by  the  REA  coopera¬ 
tive  borrower  is  to  voluntarily  invest 
amounts  deferred  in  securities  of  the 
CFC. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  text  of 
the  conference  report,  regarding  this 
item,  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  together  with  the  letters  of  Sep¬ 
tember  28,  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral,  the  letter  of  August  12  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  REA,  the  letter  of  Au¬ 
gust  5,  from  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  the  REA  Administrator,  and 
a  letter  of  July  27,  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  from  the  REA  Administra¬ 
tor  which  transmitted  a  copy  of  the  let¬ 
ter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  Mr.  Staats,  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  raising  ques¬ 
tions  to  be  interpreted  as  a  result  of  the 
House  and  Senate  committee  report  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Title  II — Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment  No.  49:  Provides  loan  author¬ 
ization  of  $337  million  for  electrification 
loans  instead  of  $322  million  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $352  million  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

The  Conferees  have  considered  the  dif¬ 
ferences  in  the  language  contained  in  the 
House  and  Senate  Committee  reports  rec¬ 
ommending  that  the  REA  Administrator 
defer  repayments  of  principal  on  certain 
rural  electrification  loans.  After  careful  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  let¬ 
ter,  dated  September  28,  1970,  addressed  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Conferees 
are  in  agreement  that  there  is  authority  in 
Sections  4  and  12  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  to  follow  both  the  House  and  Senate 
Committee  recommendations,  and  that  the 
Administrator,  where  he  finds  the  financial 
condition  of  a  borrower  is  sound  and  where 
the  Government’s  interest  is  adequately 
safeguarded,  may,  in  exercising  such  author¬ 
ity,  proceed  as  follows:  (a)  by  deferment  of 
repayments  of  principal  on  outstanding  loans 
for  a  period  of  three  years  in  addition  to  any 
previous  periods  of  deferment;  and  (b)  by 
deferment  of  repayment  of  principal  on  new 
loans  made  after  the  date  of  this  report  for 
a  period  of  three  years  in  addition  to  the 
deferment  period  normally  granted  on  new 
loans  under  preexisting  practice.  Such  de¬ 
ferments  may  be  made  to  meet  local  needs 
or  where  desired  by  REA  electrification  bor¬ 
rowers  to  voluntarily  invest  amounts  equiv¬ 
alent  to  the  amounts  of  principal  to  be  so 
deferred  in  securities  of  the  National  Rural 
Utilities  Cooperative  Finance  Corporation.  It 
is  expected  by  the  Conferees  that  the  REA 
Administrator  will  report  to  the  House.  and 
Senate  Committees  actions  taken  by  the 
REA  Administrator  pursuant  hereto  when  he 
appears  before  the  Committees  to  be  heard 
on  appropriations  for  REA  for  fiscal  year 
1972. 

Amendment  No.  50:  Provides  loan  author¬ 
ization  of  $128.8  million  for  rural  telephone 
loans  instead  of  $123.8  million  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $138.8  million  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amednment  No.  51:  Deletes  House  lan¬ 
guage  providing  for  a  contingency  reserve  of 
$20  million. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Appropriates  $14,613,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by 
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the  House  instead  of  $14,896,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 


Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  28,  1970. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies  Subcommittee,  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  By  letter  dated  Aug¬ 
ust  3,  1970,  you  asked  to  be  furnished  a  copy 
of  our  reply  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  letter  of  July  25,  1970,  which  concerns 
recommendations  contained  in  the  House 
and  Senate  Committees  on  Appropriations 
Reports  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act, 
1971,  H.R.  17923,  91st  Congress. 

The  House  Committee  recommended  that 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  de¬ 
fer  payments  by  REA  electric  borrowers  on 
outstanding  loans  and  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  recommended  such  deferments  on  new 
REA  loans.  Both  recommendations  were 
made  to  enable  borrowers  to  make  invest¬ 
ments  in  the  National  Rural  Utilities  Co¬ 
operation  Finance  Corporation  (CFC),  with 
the  expectation  that  such  investments  will 
generate  private  capital  for  future  electrifi¬ 
cation  loans. 

In  the  enclosed  decision  of  today’s  date 
we  have  advised  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  there  is  considerable  doubt  as  to 
whether  REA  has  authority  to  follow  the 
recommendation  of  either  the  Senate  or 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations,  but 
that  the  Conference  Committee  on  H.R. 
17923  concludes  and  the  House  and  Senate 
agree  that  there  is  authority  to  carry  out 
either  the  House  or  Senate  Committee’s  rec¬ 
ommendation,  or  both,  we  would  not  object 
to  REA  following  the  recommendation  that 
is  contained  in  the  Conference  report. 

We  urge  that  every  effort  be  made  to  re¬ 
solve  this  matter  and  that  the  final  agree¬ 
ment  be  clearly  set  forth  in  the  legislative 
history  of  the  appropriation  act. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Comptroller  General  of  the 

United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  28,  1970. 
The  Honorable  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary  :  By  letter  dated 
July  25,  1970,  the  Under  Secretary  wrote  con¬ 
cerning  committee  recommendations  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1971, 
HJR.  17923,  91st  Congress,  as  passed  by  the 
Senate.  Specifically  the  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations  has  recommended  that  the 
Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  defer  payments  by  REA  elec¬ 
tric  borrowers  on  outstanding  loans  for  up  to 
three  years  and  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations  has  recommended  that  the 
Administrator  grant  up  to  a  three-year  de¬ 
ferment  on  principal  installments  on  new 
REA  loans.  In  both  cases  the  deferment  was 
recommended  to  enable  borrowers  to  make 
investments  in  the  National  Rural  Utilities 
Cooperative  Finance  Corporation  (CFC)  a 
private  financing  institution  organized  to 
help  meet  the  accelerating  capital  require¬ 
ments  of  REA  financed  electric  systems 
which  cannot  be  met  by  REA. 

The  House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
recommendations  are  as  follows: 
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“To  meet  this  massive  requirement,  [in¬ 
creasing  need  for  electric  power  |  Congress 
must  continue  to  play  its  role.  The  REA  bor¬ 
rowers  themselves  are  likewise  seeking  other 
means  within  their  own  organization  to  meet 
their  obligation  to  their  consumers.  They 
are  forming  the  National  Rural  Utilities  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation  to  commence  operations 
this  year.  Whether  this  system  works  will 
have  to  await  the  action  of  the  money 
markets. 

“Because  of  this,  the  Committee  suggests 
that  where  the  financial  condition  of  a  bor¬ 
rower  is  sound  and  where  the  Government’s 
interest  is  adequately  safeguarded,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  considers  deferring  repayments 
on  outstanding  loans  for  up  to  three  years. 
Such  action  where  necessary  would  enable 
the  cooperatives  to  more  fully  subscribe  the 
stock  of  this  new  lending  institution.”  H. 
Rept.  No.  91-1161,  42. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 
recommendations  follow: 

“The  Committee  commends  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  in  their  attempt  to  establish 
a  financing  organization  to  help  alleviate 
the  large  financial  needs  of  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  for  new  capital  financing  from 
the  Federal  Government.  The  National 
Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion  (CFC)  was  incorporated  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  on  April  10.  1969.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  understands  that  CFC  now  has  785  mem¬ 
bers  in  44  states. 

***** 

“The  Committee  expects  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  assume  an  active  role  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  CFC  in  the  accumulation  of  initial 
subscription  of  capital  from  CFC  members 
for  Initial  operations. 

“In  addition  to  the  subscription  of  capital 
from  existing  sources,  and  to  meet  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  forth  in  the  House  Committee 
Report,  a  continuous  flow  of  capital  funds  is 
essential  to  the  orderly  development  of  the 
CFC. 

“The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  recommendation  in  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  Report  to  defer  principal  repayments 
on  outstanding  loan  contracts  is  not  a  feasi¬ 
ble  method  of  providing  fcr  an  orderly  flow 
of  capital  subscriptions  to  the  CFC.  The 
Committee  recommends  that  beginning  on 
July  1,  1970,  that  the  REA  Administrator 
grant  up  to  a  three-year  deferment  on  prin¬ 
cipal  installments  on  new  REA  loans — with 
the  understanding  that  such  deferred  in¬ 
stallments  on  principal  will  be  invested  by 
borrowers  in  the  CFC. 

“Such  regular  investments  in  CFC  when 
continued  for  several  years  and  coupled 
with  the  open  market  sale  of  debentures, 
should  then  enable  the  REA  Administrator 
and  the  CFC  to  make  an  orderly  transition 
from  complete  reliance  upon  government 
financing  to  a  greater  reliance  upon  the 
sale  of  CFC  debentures,  except  for  the  fi¬ 
nancing  of  systems  where  the  input  of  2 
percent  government  loans  may  be  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  maintenance  of  adequate  elec¬ 
trical  service  at  reasonable  rates  in  low 
density  population  areas.”  S.  Rept.  No.  91- 
987,  38.  39. 

With  regard  to  the  House  recommenda¬ 
tion,  inasmuch  as  it  would  apply  to  loans  in 
being,  it  is  apparent  that  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  envisions  the  use  of  the  authority  of 
section  12  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  approved  May  20,  1936.  ch.  432,  49  Stat. 
1366,  7  U.S.C.  912,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  its  recommendation.  Section  12  author¬ 


izes  the  Administrator  to  extend  the  time  of 
payment  of  interest  or  principal  on  loans 
made  under  section  4  for  plant  and  trans¬ 
mission  construction  for  as  long  as  5  years. 
We  understand  that  section  12  has  been  used 
only  in  hardship  cases..  Our  review  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  history  of  section  12  indicates  that 
that  section  was  designed  to  afford  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  power  to  grant  relief  in  situa¬ 
tions  where  the  borrower  might  be  unable  to 
meet  payment  when  due.  Specifically,  in  ex¬ 
plaining  the  reason  for  section  12  Senator 
Norris  on  February  25  and  26,  1936,  advised 
the  Senate: 

“By  section  12  the  Administrator  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  empowered  to  extend  the  time 
of  payment  of  interest  or  principal.  That  is 
criticized,  but  it  seems  to  me  only  fair  that 
he  should  be  given  the  authority  to  extend 
the  time  of  payment  in  case  some  great  ca¬ 
tastrophe  should  happen,  such  as  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  past,  making  it  almost  neces¬ 
sary  for  such  an  extension  to  be  made.” 
***** 

“The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7,  after 
line  21,  to  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

“Sec.  12.  The  Administrator  is  authorized 
and  empowered  to  extend  the  time  of  pay¬ 
ment  of  interest  or  principal  of  any  obliga¬ 
tion  created  pursuant  to  this  act:  Provided, 
however,  That  with  respect  to  any  loan  made 
under  section  4,  the  payment  of  interest  or 
principal  shall  not  be  extended  more  than  5 
years  after  such  payment  shall  have  become 
due,  and  with  respect  to  any  loan  made  under 
section  5,  the  payment  of  principal  or  in¬ 
terest  shall  not  be  extended  more  than  2 
years  after  such  payment  shall  have  become 
due. 

“Mr.  Cottzens.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  have  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  tell  us 
the  purpose  of  that  amendment.  There  is  no 
provision  in  it  as  to  whether  the  interest 
shall  continue  over  the  5-year  period  and  the 
2-year  period,  or  what  occasion  may  arise  to 
bring  about  the  desirability  of  those  exten¬ 
sions. 

“Mr.  Norris.  Of  course,  I  cannot  tell 
whether  a  case  will  ever  arise  where  an  exten¬ 
sion  will  be  desirable:  but  it  was  thought 
best  to  give  the  Administrator  the  power 
that  is  authorized  to  be  given  him  in  section 
12  simply  as  a  matter  of  safety,  so  that,  on 
the  other  hand,  when  a  loan  came  due  he 
would  not  be  compelled  under  the  law  im¬ 
mediately  to  proceed  to  collect  it.  He  might 
be  lenient:  he  might  extend  it;  he  might 
wait  a  while.  If  we  did  not  put  this  language 
in  the  bill,  the  Administrator  would  feel  that 
when  a  loan  became  due  it  was  his  duty  to 
proceed  at  once  to  make  collection.  This 
amendment  gives  him  a  little  leeway.  That  is 
the  only  reason  for  it  that  I  know.  It  seemed 
only  fair  that  the  Administrator  should  have 
that  much  leeway.”  80  Cong.  Rec.  2579,  2832. 

While  the  language  of  section  12  is  admit¬ 
tedly  broad,  its  legislative  history  as  set  out 
above  and  the  long-standing  administrative 
Interpretation  thereof  cretaes  considerable 
doubt  as  to  whether  that  section  was  in¬ 
tended  to  constitute  sufficient  authority  to 
carry  out  the  recommendation  in  the  House 
Report.  In  the  absence  of  such  authority  in 
section  12,  we  would  conclude  that  in  order 
for  a  waiver  to  be  granted  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  it  is  essential  that  adequate  considera¬ 
tion  must  flow  to  REA  in  each  case  where 
such  waiver  is  granted. 

With  regard  to  the  recommendation  in  the 
Senate  Report,  which  would  only  apply  to 
new  loans,  section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
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tion  Act  of  1936,  7  U.S.C.  904,  provides  that 
loans  made  thereunder  “shall  be  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  relating  to  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  moneys  loaned  and  the  security 
therefor  as  the  Administrator  shall  deter¬ 
mine.”  ( Underscoring  added.)  Thus,  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  loans  made  under 
section  4  are  restricted  to  those  relating  to 
the  expenditure  of  the  money  loaned  and 
the  security  for  such  loans.  It  likewise  is 
questionable  whether  the  condition  that 
would  be  imposed  by  the  Senate  Committee 
recommendation,  i.e.,  grant  of  waiver  on  con¬ 
dition  that  during  the  waiver  period  the 
funds  otherwise  due  and  payable  to  RFC 
would  be  invested  in  CFC,  relates  eitlier  to 
the  expenditure  of  the  money  loaned  or  to 
the  security  for  such  loan. 

In  Pridemark  v.  C.I.R.,  345  F.  2d  35,  41 
(1965)  the  court  acknowledged  that  con¬ 
ferees  thought  a  present  statutory  scheme 
was  adequate  to  deal  with  a  problem  through 
either  Judicial  decision  or  regulation  and 
considered  a  Conference  Report  recommenda¬ 
tion  in  reaching  a  decision.  Accordingly,  if 
the  conferees  on  H.R.  17923  decide  and  re¬ 
port  that: 

(1)  There  is  authority  in  section  4  to  fol¬ 
low  the  Senate  Committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tion:  or 

(2)  There  is  authority  in  section  12  to  fol¬ 
low  the  House  Committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tion:  or  both, 

our  Office  will  accept  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommendation  and  not  object  to 
any  action  taken  by  REA  to  follow  what¬ 
ever  the  conferees  recommend,  assuming 
that  the  House  and  Senate  agree  thereto.  If 
there  is  no  clear  agreement  on  the  issue,  we 
will  be  glad  to  consider  the  matter  further 
at  your  request  in  the  light  of  the  entire 
legislative  history  of  the  final  enactment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States. 

Rural  Electrification 

Administration, 

Washington,  D.C.  August  12, 1970. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee,  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies,  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  We  have  your  let¬ 
ter  of  August  5  with  respect  to  the  deferral 
of  REA  loan  repayments  on  the  basis  that 
borrowers  would  use  the  amounts  involved 
to  purchase  Capital  Term  Certificates  from 
the  National  Rural  Utilities  Cooperaive  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation.  We  note  your  inquiry  as 
to  the  steps  taken  to  notify  REA  applicants 
of  the  Senate  Committee’s  recommendations 
and  the  provisions  made  for  incorporating 
the  Committee  recommendation  in  loans 
since  July  1,  1970. 

Unfortunately,  this  matter  was  not  dis¬ 
cussed  at  the  Appropriations  hearings  nor  at 
any  other  time  during  our  presence.  More¬ 
over,  the  officials  of  the  'CFC  have  not  dis¬ 
cussed  the  matter  with  us,  and  insofar  as  we 
know  have  made  no  request  that  this  be  a 
part  of  our  cooperative  working  arrangement. 

To  date,  we  have  taken  no  steps  to  inform 
loan  applicants  of  the  Senate  recommenda¬ 
tions  nor  to  Incorporate  such  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  current  loan  contracts.  Our  reasons 
for  taking  no  action  at  this  time  are  as 
follows: 

1.  It  is  our  feeling  that  the  substantial 
difference  between  the  recommendation 
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made  by  the  House  Subcommittee  and  that 
of  the  Senate  should  first  be  reconciled.  We 
assumed  that  this  -would  take  place  during 
the  deliberations  of  the  Conference  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Agricultural  Appropriations  Bill. 

2.  After  discussion  of  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  our  General  Counsel,  it  was  de¬ 
cided  that  they  involve  serious  questions 
relative  to  the  authority  of  REA  to  defer 
loan  repayments  to  the  Government  in  favor 
of  a  strictly  private  institution.  Consequent¬ 
ly,  the  decision  was  made  to  refer  the  matter 
to  the  Comptroller  General  for  a  decision. 
Copies  of  this  submission  were  sent  to  you 
and  to  other  officials  of  the-Senate  and  House 
Appropriations  Committees. 

3.  In  addition,  it  is  desirable  that  this 
matter  be  discussed  with  the  Office  of  Man¬ 
agement  and  Budget  and  the  Treasury  to 
determine  the  effect  on  the  Government’s 
expenditures  control  program. 

We  respectfully  request  that  this  matter 
be  considered  by  the  Conference  Committee 
and  that  all  ramifications  and  consequences 
of  the  recommendations  be  reviewed.  It  is 
our  desire  not  to  take  any  steps  that  would 
tend  to  weaken  the  basis  for  REA’s  cooper¬ 
ation  with  CFC.  We  already  have  indications 
that  there  would  be  serious  objections  to 
this  type  of  action.  This  is  especially  true 
when  REA  is  already  deferring  the  principal 
repayments  for  a  period  of  three  years.  More¬ 
over,  borrowers  have  more  than  $515  million 
in  accumulated  general  funds  and  a  com¬ 
bined  cushion  of  credit  with  REA  of  more 
than  $346  million.  With  the  exclusion  of  all 
investments  in  CFC  from  our  general  funds 
control,  it  would  appear  that  most  borrowers 
are  in  a  position  to  meet  their  commit¬ 
ments  to  CFC  without  serious  problems. 

It  is  true  that  some  borrowers  do  not  have 
substantial  amounts  of  general  funds.  Gen¬ 
erally,  this  group  of  borrowers  will  continue 
to  be  eligible  to  receive  100%  REA  loans. 
However,  these  borrowers  should  take  the 
steps  necessary  to  reduce  expenditures  or 
increase  rates  as  necessary  to  strengthen  their 
financial  condition.  Rate  reductions  during 
the  past  several  years  have  limited  the  abil¬ 
ity  of  some  borrowers  to  accumulate  general 
funds  and  to  be  in  a  position  to  meet  such 
responsibilities  as  CFC  involves. 

It  would  be  helpful  if  the  Committee  would 
support  REA  and  CFC  in  our  combined  efforts 
to  take  such  steps  as  may  be  reasonable  and 
appropriate  to  encourage  and  assist  bor¬ 
rowers  in  increasing  their  financial  strength. 
This  is  the  only  long-term  solution  to  bor¬ 
rowers’  financial  problems. 

We  shall  be  pleased  to  discuss  this  matter 
at  greater  length  with  you  and  your  associ¬ 
ates  on  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Sincerely, 

David  A.  Ramil, 

Administrator. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Appropriations, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  5, 1970. 
Mr.  David  A.  Hamil, 

Administrator,  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Hamil:  This  will  acknowledge  the 
receipt  of  your  letter  of  July  27,  transmitting 
to  the  Committee  a  copy  of  a  letter  of  the 
same  date*  to  the  Comptroller  General  from 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  It  is 
noted  in  the  Departmental  letter  of  July  27 
that  the  General  Accounting  Office  has  been 
requested  to  confirm  the  authority  of  the 


Rural  Electrification  Administrator  to  defer 
principal  payments  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
quiring  borrowers  to  invest  such  deferred 
amounts  in  the  Cooperative  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration — as  recommended  by  this  Committee 
in  Report  91-987. 

The  hearing  record  for  fiscal  1971  sets  forth 
the  interest  and  participation  of  the  REA 
to  assist  in  the  organizational  aspects  of  the 
CFC,  including  development  of  the  joint  op¬ 
erating  procedures  to  review  and  consider 
loans  to  be  financed  from  CFC  capital  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  The  record  shows  the 
opinion  of  the  General  Counsel  that  no  leg¬ 
islation  was  required  for  such  cooperation, 
and  that  such  loans  could  be  made  upon 
a  documented  determination  that  the 
Government  security  interests  were  not 
diminished. 

You  have  also  notified  borrowers  that  in¬ 
vestments  to  be  made  in  the  Cooperative 
Finance  Corporation  will  be  exempted  from 
the  limitation  of  8  percent  on  general  fund 
reserves.  The  Committee  has  concurred  in 
the  joint  cooperative  efforts  of  the  REA  and 
the  electric  cooperatives  to  develop  a  sup¬ 
plemental  “self-help”  financing  program.  In, 
furtherance  of  the  desire  of  all  concerned  to 
provide  for  a  continuous  flow  of  capital  sub¬ 
scriptions  on  a  voluntary  basis,  it  was  be¬ 
lieved  by  the  Committee  that  more  affirma¬ 
tive  steps  should  be  undertaken  to  facilitate 
the  regular  investment  of  capital  in  the  CFC 
for  not  less  than  three  years.  The  matter  may, 
of  course,  be  re-examined  by  the  Committee 
prior  to  or  at  the  end  of  three  years. 

Historically,  the  REA  Administrators,  past 
and  present,  have  been  aggressive  in  their 
assertion  of  full  authority  to  make  full  use 
of  the  REA  Act  to  make  loans  for  various 
purposes  and  to  defer  the  repayment  of 
principal  for  varying  periods  and  for  vary¬ 
ing  purposes — without  extending  the  term 
of  the  loan  contract.  This  Committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  its  recommendations,  which  are 
not  mandatory  upon  the  applicant  for  a  loan 
as  a  term  or  condition  of  the  loan,  do  fall 
within  the  authority  of  Section  4  which 
reads:  “Loans  under  this  section  and  section 
5  shall  not  be  made  unless  the  Administra¬ 
tor  finds  and  certifies  that  in  his  judgment 
the  securtiy  therefor  is  reasonably  adequate 
and  such  loan  will  be  repaid  within  the  time 
agreed.”  It  is  the  understanding  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  deferments  authorized  under  Sec¬ 
tion  12  are  normally  made  in  hardship  oases 
on  outstanding  loans  and  do  not  apply  to 
the  deferral  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  report  which  relate  only  to  deferrals 
on  new  loans. 

In  view  of  the  progress  made  to  date  on 
the  CFC  financing  program,  the  restrictive 
fiscal  situation,  and  the  large  backlog  of 
loan  applications,  plus  the  ever-increasing 
power  needs  of  the  electric  cooperatives,  the 
Committee  believes  it  essential  to  recom¬ 
mend  to  the  REA  the  full  use  of  existing  au¬ 
thority  under  Section  4  of  the  REA  Act,  to 
provide  for  regular  contributions  to  the  CFC 
from  loans  made  beginning  with  July  1, 
1970. 

In  essence,  the  Committee  recommenda¬ 
tions  continue  the  requirement  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  determine  that  all  loans  be 
feasible  and  that  the  security  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  be  protected,  but  that  deferral  of 
principal  for  at  least  three  years  in  appro¬ 
priate  cases  be  made  for  payment  into  the 
CFC  capital  structure.  Senate  Report  91- 
987  fully  describes  the  history  of  principal 
deferrals,  the  need  for  new  methods  of  financ- 
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ing,  and  the  ultimate  goal  to  be  achieved — 
namely,  to  reduce  the  complete  reliance  in 
future  years  upon  2  percent  loan  funds. 

It  will  be  appreciated  if  you  will  advise 
the  Committee  as  to  steps  taken  to  notify 
the  REA  applicants  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  recommendations,  and  what  provision 
has  been  made  incorporating  the  Committee 
recommendations  in  loans  announced  since 
July  1,  1970. 

Yours  faithfully, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Chairman,  Subcommittee,  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies. 


Rural  Electrification  Administration, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  27,  1970. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  The  statements 
contained  in  both  the  Senate  and  House  Re¬ 
ports  on  Appropriations  for  1971  concerning 
the  deferment  of  REA  loan  repayments  in 
support  of  the  National  Rural  Utilities  Co¬ 
operative  Finance  Corporation  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  with  the  Department’s  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel.  It  is  our  opinion  that  these 
recommendations  should  be  referred  to  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  for 
a  decision  as  to  whether  the  Administrator 
may,  under  provisions  to  Section  4  of  the 
Act,  grant  deferments  for  the  purpose  of 
facilitating  borrowers  investments  in  CFC 
as  a  private  institution. 

Accordingly,  the  attached  letter  has  been 
directed  to  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States. 

We  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  success 
of  the  CFC  venture.  We  have  indicated  our 
complete  cooperation  in  an  effort  to  organize 
and  develop  this  supplemental  source  of 
credit  for  REA  borrowers.  Owing  to  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  certain  aspects  of  our  working 
relationships  may  be  questioned,  we  feel  that 
we  should  proceed  only  with  assurance  that 
we  have  the  essential  authority. 

Sincerely, 

David  A.  Hamil,  Administrator. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  27,  1970. 

Hon.  Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
General  Accounting  Office. 

Dear  Mr.  Staats:  In  their  Reports  on  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriation  Bill,  1971  (H.R. 

17923),  the  House  and  Senate  Committees 
on  Appropriations,  respectively,  have  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Administrator  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  defer  repay¬ 
ments  by  REA  electric  borrowers  on  out¬ 
standing  loans  for  up  to  three  years,  and 
that  the  Administrator  grant  up  to  a  three 
year  deferment  on  principal  installments  on 
new  FEA  loans.  (H.  Rep.  91-1161,  June  4, 
1970,  and  S.  Rep.  91-987,  June  29,  1970.)  In 
both  cases,  the  deferment  was  recommended 
to  enable  borrowers  to  make  investments  in 
the  National  Rural  Utilities  Cooperative  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation  (CFC),  a  self-help,  non¬ 
governmental  financing  institution  orga¬ 
nized  to  help  meet  the  accelerating  capital 
requirements  of  REA-financed  electric  sys¬ 
tems,  which  cannot  be  met  by  REA.  These  ^ 
recommendations  raise  several  questions  on 
which  we  would  like  your  decision. 

CFC  was  incorporated  on  April  10,  1969, 
as  a  nonprofit  cooperative  association  under 
the  laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  It  was 
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sponsored  by  the  National  Rural  Electric 
Cooperative  Association,  representing  almost 
all  rural  electric  systems  financed  by  REA. 
The  corporate  purposes  of  CFC  are  stated  in 
its  Articles  of  Incorporation  to  be : 

‘‘To  provide,  secure  and  arrange  financing 
for  its  members  and  patrons  as  required  by 
them  for  the  planning,  Initiation  and  execu¬ 
tion  of  their  programs,  projects  and  under¬ 
takings  conducted  in  accordance  with,  and 
in  pursuance  of  their  objectives  under  the 
statutes  of  their  respective  places  of  organi¬ 
zation  and  operation,  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  its  territories  and  possessions,  for 
the  primary  and  mutual  benefit  of  the  pa¬ 
trons  of  the  Association  and  their  patrons, 
as  ultimate  consumers." 

Membership  in  CPC  is  limited  to  coopera¬ 
tive  or  nonprofit  corporations  and  public 
bodies  which  have  received  or  are  eligible 
to  receive  loans  from  REA  and  to  their  asso¬ 
ciations.  Of  the  983  such  corporations  and 
public  bodies  eligible  for  membership,  and 
out  of  a  present  total  of  986  REA  electric 
borrowers,  more  than  750  have  each  sub¬ 
mitted  an  appliction  for  membership  along 
with  a  membership  fee  of  $1000.  However, 
only  those  applicants  which  subscribe  to 
their  required  quotas  of  Capital  Term  Cer¬ 
tificates  will  be  admitted  to  membership. 
Required  initial  subscriptions  are  based  on 
specified  percentages  of  the  value  of  the 
subscriber’s  utility  plant  in  service,  of  certain 
operating  revenues  and  of  certain  reserves, 
and  are  payable,  at  the  subscriber's  option, 
in  three  annual  payments  beginning  on  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  1970;  additional  annual  subscriptions 
are  required  from  1973  through  1984.  Capital 
Term  Certificates  are  unsecured  obligations 
of  CFC  repayable  in  50  years,  bearing  interest 
at  a  rate  of  3  percent  per  annum,  and  sub¬ 
ordinate  to  other  indebtedness  for  borrowed 
money.  CFC  estimates  it  will  receive,  through 
Capital  Term  Certificates,  and  have  available 
for  lending  to  members,  a  maximum  of  $50 
million  during  each  of  its  initial  three  years, 
and  a  maximum  total  of  $350  million  during 
the  next  15  years.  As  it  gains  experience  and 
builds  up  a  portfolio  of  loans,  CFC  also  plans 
to  sell  debt  securities  in  the  private  money 
market,  perhaps  in  its  second  year  of  oper¬ 
ation,  and  has  estimated  an  ability  to  sell 
such  securities  in  an  amount  equal  to  three 
times  the  amount  received  from  member¬ 
ship  fees,  operating  margins  and  sale  of  Capi¬ 
tal  Term  Certificates.  Thus,  over  a  15-year 
period,  CFC  may  be  able  to  establish  a  sup¬ 
plemental  loan  program  well  in  excess  of 
$1  billion. 

In  recent  years,  REA  electric  loan  funds 
annually  authorized  by  Congress  have  aver¬ 
aged  about  $350  million;  capital  require¬ 
ments,  loan  applications  and  loan  backlogs 
of  REA  borrowers  have  been  accelerating. 
The  rural  electric  systems  which  have  re¬ 
ceived  $3.5  billion  in  REA  loans  during  the 
last  15  years  are  expected  to  need  $8  billion 
in  the  next  15  years.  While  REA  borrowers 
in  special  circumstances  may  be  able  to  ob¬ 
tain  and  support  individual,  open-market 
financing  in  the  future;  CFC  appears  to  be 
the  only  source  now  in  view  which  may 
furnish  substantial  supplemental  financing 
for  a  large  majority  of  REA-financed  rural 
electric  systems. 

Preliminary  discussions  between  REA  and 
CFC  representatives  have  resulted  in  tenta¬ 
tive  criteria  to  determine  the  conditions  un¬ 
der  which  2  percent  REA  and  higher-interest 
supplemental  CFC  loans  would  be  made.  Pull 
or  100  percent  REA  loans,  under  these  cri¬ 


teria,  would  continue  to  be  made  to  borrow¬ 
ers  unable  to  pay  a  higher  rate  of  interest, 
as  determined  by  the  Administrator. 

One  hundred  percent  CFC  loans  would  be 
made  to  borrowers  who  request  them,  because 
REA  may  be  legally  unauthorized  to  make 
the  particular  loan  or  for  other  reasons,  and 
who  are  able  to  sustain  such  higher  interest 
loans.  Most  financing,  however,  would  be  the 
result  of  concurrent  REA  and  CFC  loans,  the 
proportion  of  the  total  loans  to  be  made  by 
each  source  to  be  determined  so  as  to  utilize 
the  full  amount  estimated  to  be  available  to 
REA  and  CFC  for  this  purpose.  It  has  been  es¬ 
timated  that  during  the  first  year  of  CFC’s 
operation,  approximately  90  percent  of  the 
needs  of  borrowers  falling  in  this  category 
(representing  perhaps  90  percent  of  all  elec¬ 
tric  borrowers)  might  be  met  by  REA  and  10 
percent  by  CFC.  REA  loans  to  these  borrowers 
would  be  conditioned  upon  the  borrower  ob¬ 
taining  a  specified  supplemental  loan.  This 
loan  would  normally  be  obtained  from  CFC, 
but  could  be  obtained  from  any  other  financ¬ 
ing  source  that  might  be  available  to  the 
borrower. 

CFC  is  a  private  corporation,  owned  and 
controlled  by  its  members,  whose  articles  of 
incorporation,  bylaws  and  corporate  purposes 
are  subject  to  alteration  by  the  members. 

i 

In  its  Report,  the  House  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  made  its  recommendation  to 
the  Administrator  in  the  following  terms  (at 
page  42) : 

“To  meet  this  massive  requirement  (of 
satisfying  increasing  power  needs  of  consum¬ 
ers]  ,  Congress  must  continue  to  play  its  role. 
The  REA  borrowers  themselves  are  likewise 
seeking  other  means  within  their  own  orga¬ 
nization  to  meet  their  obligation  to  their 
consumers.  They  are  forming  the  National 
Rural  Utilities  Finance  Corporation  to  com¬ 
mence  operations  this  year.  Whether  this 
system  works  will  have  to  await  the  action  of 
the  money  markets. 

“Because  of  this,  the  Committee  suggests 
that  where  the  financial  condition  of  a  bor¬ 
rower  is  sound  and  where  the  Government’s 
interest  is  adequately  safeguarded,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  considers  deferring  repayments 
on  outstanding  loans  for  up  to  three  years. 
Such  action  where  necessary  would  enable 
the  cooperatives  to  more  fully  subscribe  the 
stock  of  this  new  lending  institution.” 

The  Administrator’s  authority  to  defer  re¬ 
payments  on  existing  REA  electric  loans  ap¬ 
pears  in  section  12  of  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1936,  as  amended,  which  pro¬ 
vides  : 

“The  Administrator  is  authorized  and  em¬ 
powered  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of 
interest  or  principal  of  any  loans  made  by 
the  Administrator  pursuant  to  this  Act: 
Provided,  however,  That  with  respect  to  any 
loan  made  under  section  4  .  .  the  payment 
of  interest  or  principal  shall  not  be  extended 
more  than  five  years  after  such  payment 
shall  have  become  due.  .  . 

This  authority  has  been  used  sparingly  by 
REA  and  to  the  minimum  extent  necessary 
to  place  a  borrower  on  a  more  stable  finan¬ 
cial  basis  and  provide  greater  assurance  of 
repayment  of  REA  loans;  in  all  cases,  con¬ 
sideration  has  been  directed  to  the  effect  of 
any  deferment  on  the  Government’s  secur¬ 
ity  and  a  finding  required  that  the  defer¬ 
ment  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Govern- 
mnt,  as  well  as  the  borrower. 

The  House  Committee’s  recommendation 
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for  deferring  repayments  is  limited  to  in¬ 
stances  “where  the  financial  condition  of  a 
borrower  is  sound  and  where  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  interest  Is  adequately  safeguarded,’’ 
and  “where  necessary,”  but  the  purpose  of 
the  recommended  deferment  is  to  “enable 
the  cooperatives  to  more  fully  subscribe”  to 
CFC’s  Capital  Term  Certificates.  Such  a  de¬ 
ferment  would  represent  a  waiver  or  sur¬ 
render  of  the  Government’s  right  to  receive 
particular  payments  at  specified  times.  It 
would,  in  effect,  involve,  on  the  one  hand, 
the  loss  to  the  Treasury  of  earlier  repay¬ 
ments  and  the  consequent  increase  of  the 
period  during  which  Government  funds 
would  remain  on  loan  to  REA  borrowers  at 
the  statutory  2  percent  rate  of  interest,  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  investment  by  a  bor¬ 
rower  of  such  funds  in  Capital  Term  Certifi¬ 
cates  for  which  it  receives  3  percent. 

The  initial  question  is  whether  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  authority  contained  in  Section 
12  of  the  RE  Act  must  be  confined  to  de¬ 
ferments  of  payments  which  are  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of,  and  provide  a  compensating  ben¬ 
efit  to,  the  Government. 

If  it  be  determined  that  this  governing 
principle  must  be  observed,  the  further  ques¬ 
tion  arises  whether  the  recommended  de¬ 
ferment  of  payments  can  be  justified  on 
the  basis  of  the  benefit  to  the  Government 
in  bringing  about  earlier  and  more  CFC 
supplemental  loans  to  REA-financed  systems. 

Encouraging  the  injection  of  a  new  and 
additional  source  of  needed  capital  for  REA- 
financed  electric  systems  would  help  to  as¬ 
sure  protection  of  an  important  element  in 
the  Government’s  security  interests  insofar 
as  it  enables  these  systems  more  fully  to 
satisfy  their  utility  responsibilities,  and  to 
avoid  the  loss  of  consumers  and  service 
areas  and  of  utility  rights  under  existing 
certificates  of  convenience  and  necessity, 
franchises,  permits  and  other  service 
authorizations. 

ii 

The  recommendation  in  the  Report  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations  appear 
as  follows  (on  pages  38-9) ; 

Supplemental  financing  program 

“The  Committee  commends  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  systems  in  their  attempt  to  establish  a 
financing  organization  to  help  alleviate  the 
large  financial  needs  of  the  rural  electric  sys¬ 
tems  for  new  capital  financing  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  The  National  Rural  Utilities 
Cooperative  Finance  Corporation  (CFC)  was 
incorporated  in  the  District  of  Columbia  on 
April  10,  1969.  The  Committee  understands 
that  CFC  now  has  785  members  in  44  states. 

“Historically,  REA  has  granted  loans  since 
the  program  began  in  1935  allowing  defer¬ 
ment  of  the  payment  of  principal  on  the 
loans  for  varying  periods  of  time.  In  some 
cases  the  deferment  period  has  been  for  one 
year,  in  some  cases  for  two  years,  in  some 
cases  for  three  years,  in  some  cases  for  five 
years,  and  in  a  few  instances  even  longer. 

“The  Committee  believes  that  the  CFC 
plan  has  the  potential  of  diverting  the  grow¬ 
ing  need  to  increase  the  annual  loan  author¬ 
ization  and  achieve  a  large  measure  of  ‘self- 
financing’  in  future  years.  To  be  most  effec¬ 
tive  the  capitalization  of  the  corporation 
must  be  accelerated. 

“The  Committee  expects  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  assume  an  active  role  in  co¬ 
operation  with  CFC  in  the  accumulation  of 
initial  subscription  of  capital  from  CFC 
members  for  initial  operations. 
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"In  addition  to  the  subscription  of  capital 
from  existing  sources  and  to  meet  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  forth  in  the  House  Committee 
Report  a  continuous  flow  of  capital  funds 
is  essential  to  the  orderly  development  of 
the  CFC. 

"The  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
recommendation  in  the  House  Committee 
Report  to  defer  principal  repayments  on  out¬ 
standing  loan  contracts  is  not  a  feasible 
method  of  providing  for  an  orderly  flow  of 
capital  subscriptions  to  the  CFC.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  recommends  that  beginning  on  June 
1,  1970,  that  the  REA  Administrator  grant 
up  to  a  three-year  deferment  on  principal 
installments  on  new  REA  loans — with  the 
understanding  that  such  deferred  install¬ 
ments  on  principal  will  be  invested  by  bor¬ 
rowers  in  the  CFC. 

"Such  regular  investments  in  CFC  when 
continued  for  several  years  and  coupled  with 
the  open  market  sale  of  debentures,  should 
then  enable  the  REA  Administrator  and  the 
CFC  to  make  an  orderly  transition  from  com¬ 
plete  reliance  upon  government  financing  to 
a  greater  reliance  upon  the  sale  of  CFC  de¬ 
bentures,  except  for  the  financing  of  systems 
where  the  input  of  2  percent  government 
loans  may  be  essential  to  the  maintenance  of 
adequate  eletctrical  service  at  reasonable 
rates  in  low  density  population  areas.” 

Thus,  in  lieu  of  the  House  Committee’s 
proposed  deferment  of  repayments  due  under 
outstanding  REA  loans,  involving  a  Govern¬ 
ment  waiver  or  surrender  of  existing  rights, 
the  Senate.  Committee’s  recommendation  fa¬ 
vors  a  proposed  scheduling  of  principal  pay¬ 
ments,  in  notes  to  be  delivered  to  REA  by  its 
electric  borrowers  pursuant  to  future  REA 
loans,  under  which  payments  of  principal 
would  be  deferred  for  three  years,  provided 
the  deferred  payments  are  invested  by  bor¬ 
rowers  in  CPC. 

As  noted  by  the  Senate  Committee,  REA 
has  from  its  beginning  scheduled  proposed 
principal  payments  to  begin  at  varying  peri¬ 
ods  after  the  date  of  the  borrower’s  note. 
Present  REA  practice  is  to  provide  for  prin¬ 
cipal  payments  generally  to  begin  three  years 
after  the  date  of  the  note,  but  lesser  and 
greater  deferment  periods  are  provided  for, 
depending  upon  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  borrower  and  the  loan  purposes.  Bas¬ 
ically,  such  deferments  have  been  granted  for 
the  purpose  of  permitting  the  borrower,  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  construction  and  initial 
operations,  to  develop  and  attain  adequate 
revenues  before  it  is  obligated  to  make  prin¬ 
cipal  payments.  Such  scheduling  of  principal 
payments  are  provided  for  pursuant  to  the 
authority  of  the  Administrator,  under  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  REA  Act,  to  make  electrification 
loans  “on  such  terms  and  conditions  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  expenditure  of  the  moneys  loaned 
and  the  security  therefor  as  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  shall  determine  and  [such  loans]  may 
be  made  payable  in  whole  or  in  part  out  of 
the  Income.” 

The  basic  question  is  raised  whether  the 
Administrator  may,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  4,  condition  future  REA  loans,  grant¬ 
ing  a  deferment  of  principal  payments,  upon 
a  requirement  that  the  borrower  invest  such 
deferred  amounts  in  CFC.  The  “terms  and 
conditions”  which  the  Administrator  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  fix  for  REA  loans  axe  required, 
under  section  4,  to  be  those  “relating  to  the 
expenditures  of  the  moneys  loaned  and  the 


security  therefor.”  May  this  form  of  assist¬ 
ance  to  CFC  properly  be  deemed  to  relate 
to  “the  security”  for  REA  loans,  in  light  of 
the  expected  role  of  CFC  in  providing  re¬ 
quired  capital  to  REA  borrowers  which  might 
not  otherwise  be  available  and  thereby  pre¬ 
clude  hazards  to  the  Government’s  security 
interests  resulting  from  borrowers’  inability 
to  fulfill  their  public  obligations? 

Further  subsidiary  questions  are  raised  by 
the  possible,  different  applications  of  the 
Senate  Committee  recommendation.  Would 
the  recommended  deferment,  wtih  its  con¬ 
comitant  obligation  that  the  borrower  in¬ 
vest  in  CFC,  be  a  permissible  “term  and  con¬ 
dition”  under  section  4  where  the  borrower 
is  given  the  choice  of  accepting  the  defer¬ 
ment  with  its  accompanying  obligation  to 
invest  in  CFC,  or  not  accepting  the  defer¬ 
ment  and  thereby  not  obligating  itself  to 
invest  in  CFC? 

Would  such  a  “term  and  condition”  be 
authorized  if  the  borrower,  on  the  other 
hand,  were  required,  as  a  condition  of  receiv¬ 
ing  the  loan,  to  accept  the  deferment  and  to 
obligate  itself  to  invest  in  CFC? 

Whether  the  deferment,  with  its  obligation 
to  invest  in  CFC,  is  required  or  optional, 
would  the  “term  and  condition”  be  permis¬ 
sible  where  (a)  the  borrower  does  not  wish  to 
become  a  member  of  CFC  and  wishes  to  ob¬ 
tain  its  required  supplemental  financing 
from  a  non-REA  source  other  than  CTO;  (b) 
the  borrower  is  eligible  for  a  100  percent  loan 
from  REA  and  has  no  present  intention  or 
need  to  borrow  from  CFC;  (c)  the  borrower 
has  ample  funds  of  its  own  for  investing  in 
CTO;  or  (d)  the  borrower  is  already  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  CTO  and  has  met  CFC’s  required  in¬ 
vestment  quota? 

Your  decision  on  the  questions  raised  in 
this  letter  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

J.  Phil  Campbell, 

Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  working  out  this  matter  in  con¬ 
ference,  I  think  it  will  be  very  clear  that 
there  is  no  difference  between  the  House 
and  the  Senate  on  this  point  and  that 
the  Administrator  may  in  his  discretion 
and  when  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  are  well  safeguarded,  in  his  opin¬ 
ion,  thus  contribute  to  the  increased  in¬ 
vestment  of  funds  of  the  various  REA 
associations,  if  they  so  desire,  in  the  cap¬ 
ital  of  the  CFC. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  efforts 
by  the  House  committee  and  the  Senate 
committee,  as  resolved  in  the  statement 
which  has  been  included  in  the  record 
of  the  Senate  from  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  will  enable  the  REA  Administra¬ 
tor — in  cooperation  with  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  borrowers — to  carry  forward 
at  an  accelerated  rate  a  self-help  financ¬ 
ing  program  to  which  the  REA  has  re¬ 
peatedly  pledged  the  support  of  the 
Administration . 

I  am  glad  to  add  to  my  prepared  state¬ 
ment  the  fact  that  the  capital  structure 
of  CFC  has  now  grown  to  the  point  that 
they  have  approved  the  granting  of  loans 
in  certain  cases  and  applications  are  now 
coming  in  for  the  granting  of  such  loans. 
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In  other  words,  the  organization  is  now 
functioning  as  a  needed  auxiliary  and  a 
needed  supplement  to  the  regular  REA 
program. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  report 
that  the  House  conferees  were  willing  to 
accept  the  Senate  version  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  item  of  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  capital  impairment  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  amount 
of  $3,363,155,000.  The  amount  provided 
restores  the  unreimbursed  loss  incurred 
in  fiscal  1968  of  $250  million,  and  the  full 
loss  incurred  in  fiscal  1969  by  the  CCC  in 
the  conduct  of  authorized  programs. 

This  is  the  first  year  in  many  years, 
and  since  I  became  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  1963,  that  the  fiscal  affairs 
of  the  CCC  in  regard  to  this  item  have 
been  brought  to  a  current  basis. 

Li  1961,  under  Public  Law  87-155,  the 
Congress  authorized  that  appropriations 
be  made  annually  to  reimburse  the  Cor¬ 
poration  for  net  realized  losses  when  the 
amounts  of  such  losses  were  fully  reflect¬ 
ed  in  the  accounts  and  reports  of  finan¬ 
cial  condition  of  the  Corporation. 

Over  the  years,  it  has  been  necessary 
to  make  supplemental  appropriations  to 
provide  the  CCC  with  sufficient  capital 
under  its  $14.5  billion  borrowing  author¬ 
ity  to  carry  out  all  of  its  assigned  respon¬ 
sibilities.  I  am  happy  to  report  that  with 
the  assistance  of  the  Senate,  which  has 
supported  me  year  after  year  in  our 
committee’s  recommendation  to  restore 
the  capital  of  the  CCC  as  intended  by 
law,  plus  the  cooperation  of  the  House 
conferees,  and  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture — irrespective  of  political 
party — and  finally,  with  the  support  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  this  appro¬ 
priation  item  is  now  current  except  for 
the  losses  incurred  in  fiscal  year  1970, 
which  I  hope  will  be  included  in  full  in 
the  budget  estimate  for  1972. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  This  is 
the  first  time  for  a  long  time  that  the 
funds  for  CCC  have  been  current.  I  know 
this  to  be  true  because  I  was  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture 
Appropriations  16  to  20  years  ago,  and 
during  all  that  time  and  since  this  is  the 
first  time  CCC  has  been  fully  repaid. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  CCC  is  capital¬ 
ized  at  $14.5  billion.  Many  times  15  and 
18  years  ago  the  funds  were  all  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  extent  that  we  had  to 
pass  special  appropriations  to  get  funds 
to  a  Senate  necessary  farm  program. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  for  the  great  job 
he  has  done  in  getting  these  funds  cur¬ 
rent  and  for  the  able  assistance  he  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  distinguished  minority 
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member,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
(Mr.  Hrttska).  , 

This  is  not  the  Senator’s  only  accom¬ 
plishment.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that 
the  Senator  from  Florida  knows  more 
about  the  entire  operations  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  than  any  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  in  recent  years. 
Although  the  Senator  from  Florida  does 
not  believe  in  all  these  programs,  he  has 
done  an  excellent  job  of  financing  them 
and  making  sure  they  are  run  right. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  distinguished  friend  for  his  more 
than  generous  statement.  I  want  to  say 
that  I  have  had  the  help  of  many  Sena¬ 
tors.  I  have  not  only  had  the  help  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska 
(Mr.  Hruska)  for  some  years  as  the 
ranking  minority  member,  and  before 
that  of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
(Mr.  Young),  who  was  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member,  but  the  help  of  every 
other  member  of  the  subcommittee  and 
of  the  full  committee. 

When  this  principle  of  a  fair  and  cor¬ 
rect  showing  of  just  what  the  CCC  oper¬ 
ations  are,  and  in  the  year  in  which  it 
was  audited,  was  urged  year  after  year, 
it  took  all  of  us  together  to  gradually 
bring  the  account  closer  and  closer  to  a 
current  condition. 

Nothing  in  this  report  makes  me  hap¬ 
pier  than  to  report  that  our  joint  efforts 
have  now  succeeded,  with  the  help  for 
the  first  time  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  with  the  help  for  a  good 
many  years  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  bringing  this  account  to  a 
current  basis,  so  people  can  look  and  see 
just  what  the  CCC  has  done  in  terms  of 
money  and  how  that  has  impaired  its 
capital  structure.  I  must  say  the  CCC 
does  only  those  things  which  it  is  in¬ 
structed  to  do  by  legislation  passed  by 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  been  effective 
in  a  great  many  of  his  undertakings,  but 
never  more  than  in  this  one.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  project  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  undertaken  which  has  been 
more  difficult.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
just  persisted  until  he  practically  forced 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  come  up 
with  a  budget  estimate,  and  he  insisted 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee  pro¬ 
vide  those  funds.  Sometimes  those  funds 
were  lost  in  conference  with  the  House, 
but  the  Senator  from  Florida  even  per¬ 
suaded  the  House  this  time  that  the 
account  should  be  made  current. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
his  more  than  generous  remarks. 

I  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  (Mr.  Aiken). 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
say  that  the  House  and  Senate  conferees 
have  done  a  remarkably  good  job  on  this 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  and 
there  seems, to  me  no  better  time  to  say 
that  over  the  past  few  years,  under  the 
able  leadership  of  the  Senator  fiom 
Florida,  we  have  had  exceptionally  good 
agricultural  appropriation  billsrpresented 
to  us  for  our  approval. 

I  would  also  like  to  add  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  has  been  ably  assisted 
by  three  members  of  the  Agriculture 
Subcommittee  whom  I  now  see  on  the 


floor — the  ranking  minority  member, 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska),  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  (Mr.  Young)  ,  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellender)  .  Cer¬ 
tainly,  all  these  years  the  Senator  from 
Florida  has  done  a  tremendously  bene¬ 
ficial  job  for  his  country,  and  I  want  to 
say  the  country  appreciates  it,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  the  Members  of  the  Congress  do. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Vermont  for  his 
overgenerous  statement. 

I  may  say  that  our  subcommittee  has 
been  exceedingly  fortunate  in  the  fact 
that  it  has,  as  ex-officio  members  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Fores¬ 
try,  the  ranking  minority  member,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Aiken)  ,  and 
the  chairman  of  our  legislative  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellender)  . 
I  think  this  makes  for  an  excellent  in¬ 
terlocking  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Senate  with  the  appropriations  branch. 

I  am  quite  eager  to  say  again  I  think 
it  is  the  help  of  these  fine  members  of  the 
subcommittee  and  the  full  committee 
which  has  made  possible  any  progress  or 
success  which  we  have  had. 

I  am  glad  to  yield  now  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  compatriot,  the  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Hruska). 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  chairman  of  our  subcommittee.  I  rise 
to  suggest,  Mr.  President,  that  the  analy¬ 
sis  and  the  overview  of  the  bill  just  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
characteristic  of  the  fashion  in  which  he 
has  dealt  with  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bills  for  some  years  now.  It  is 
not  only  in  regard  to  the  topics  them¬ 
selves,  but  the  fashion  in  which  he  has 
exercised  leadership  in  them  that  we  find 
a  great  deal  of  comfort. 

This  is  a  big  bill.  It  is  over  $7.5  billion, 
and  only  about  $3,250  billion  goes  di¬ 
rectly  to  farmers.  The  rest  of  it  is  in 
other  areas.  This  is  a  subject  that  is  fre¬ 
quently  commented  on  by  all  members  of 
the  committee  when  they  get  exercised 
over  some  views  that  are  bandied  about 
in  loose  talk  about  the  so-called  $7.5  bil¬ 
lion  windfall  or  boondoggle  for  the 
farmers. 

Many  of  these  programs  are  far- 
reaching.  The  topics  that  were  dealt  with 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  include  the 
food  stamp  program.  They  include  price 
support  limitations,  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  the  rural  electri¬ 
fication  program,  the  supplemental  fi¬ 
nancing  program  and,  of  course,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

I  want  to  comment  only  briefly  on  two 
or  three  of  these  topics,  one  of  which  is 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  I  do 
that  for  the  reason  that  we  find  in  the 
Chamber  today  two  of  the  pioneers  in 
the  field  of  trying  to  get  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  capital  account  in 
proper  shape,  so  it  could  be  dealt  with 
honestly  and  efficiently  in  a  manner  so 
the  public  would  know  what  it  is  about, 
and  where  we  are  going,  and  why. 

One  of  the  charges  left  with  us  in 
the  conference  committee,  concluded 
only  2  or  3  days  ago,  by  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  was  that  now  that  he 


has  put  the  house  in  order,  it  was  for 
those  of  us  who  would  stay  a  little  while 
longer  to  keep  it  in  order.  I  do  believe 
that  without  his  leadership  it  would  not 
have  been  possible. 

I  shall  not  repeat  any  comments  in 
those  areas  that  have  already  been 
treated  by  the  Senator  from  Florida.  I 
call  attention  to  two  points  which  also 
evidence  leadership  on  the  part  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida.  One  is  the  allow¬ 
ance  of  $4,862,000  over  1970  as  addi¬ 
tional  money  for  staffing  and  equipping 
of  research  laboratories.  When  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  assumed  the  chair¬ 
manship  of  the  subcommittee,  he  under¬ 
took  a  pioneering,  fundamental  work  by 
making  scientific  study  and  appraisal  of 
all  the  research  facilities  and  labora¬ 
tories.  An  order  of  priorities  was  set 
forth  and  quite  religiously  followed. 

However,  we  found  ourselves  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  where  five  of  these  laboratories  were 
built  but  were  not  staffed  or  adequately 
equipped.  There  sat  this  tremendous  cap¬ 
ital  investment,  unable  to  do  work  which 
was  considered  so  important  that  tens 
of  millions  of  dollars,  and  perhaps  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  of  capital  had 
been  pledged.  So  that  item  I  believe  is 
well  invested,  and  it  will  produce  much 
benefit  as  we  go  along. 

In  another  area,  $4,580,000  was  added 
for  the  planning  and  construction  of 
new,  and  I  might  add,  vitally  needed  re¬ 
search  plants.  That  also  is  money  well 
invested. 

Then  we  go  to  the  figure  for  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program.  This  year, 
again.  Congress  has  overwhelmingly  ap¬ 
proved  and  confirmed  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  as  national  policy. 

The  conference  committee  approved 
funding  at  $195,500,000  for  fiscal  1971. 
Yet  no  action  has  been  taken  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  announce  the 
1971  ACP. 

ACP  cost-sharing  is  available  to  farm¬ 
ers  and  ranchers  in  every  agricultural 
county  in  the  Nation.  The  program  is 
administered  by  the  Agricultural  Stabili¬ 
zation  and  Conservation  Service.  In  many 
of  these  counties  the  ACP  is  the  major 
program  offered.  Without  an  ACP  in  1971 
a  minimum  of  300  of  these  local  offices 
will  have  to  be  closed,  leaving  farmers  in 
these  counties  without  ASCS  services. 
Once  closed,  it  will  be  very  difficult  to 
rehire  personnel  with  the  background 
and  training  to  reopen  these  offices. 

With  all  the  tremendous  public  clamor 
for  the  control  of  pollution  and  for  the 
protection  of  our  environment,  it  would 
appear  to  me  the  height  of  folly  to  de¬ 
activate  the  ACP  which  fits  right  into 
our  environmental  quality  programs,  and 
it  would  be  shortsighted  indeed  to  strike 
the  well-known  and  effective  programs 
we  have  in  the  name  of  doing  more. 

This  has  been  one  of  the  most  effective 
farm  programs  ever  passed  or  funded, 
and  I  cannot  reconcile  the  tremendous 
effort  being  put  forth  to  control  air  and 
water  pollution  with  the  suggestion  that 
the  ACP  be  eliminated.  Certainly  no  pro¬ 
gram  already  in  existence  or  likely  to 
be  formulated  would  contribute  more  to 
the  control  of  air  and  water  pollution 
than  this  one. 
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Oil  the  basis  of  sheer  volume,  the  great¬ 
est  water  pollutant  of  them  all  is  silt. 
Farmers  and  ranchers  with  ACP  assist¬ 
ance  have  kept  millions  of  tons  of  silt 
out  of  our  rivers  and  lakes  with  2  mil¬ 
lion  water-storage  reservoirs;  33  million 
acres  of  terracing;  over  a  million  acres 
of  permanent  sod  waterways;  and  vege¬ 
tative  cover  on  769  million  acres. 

It  is  significant  to  me  that  since  the 
ACP  was  started  we  have  not  experienced 
another  dust  bowl  like  the  one  so  well 
remembered  by  those  of  us  who  live  in 
the  Great  Plains  States. 

Economists  tell  us  we  are  going  to  need 
more  timber.  The  ACP  has  helped  with 
the  planting  of  4.6  million  acres  of  trees, 
and  has  improved  the  stand  of  trees  on 
another  3.8  million  acres. 

Assistance  is  given  for  pollution  abate¬ 
ment  systems  to  handle  solid  wastes,  and 
properly  dispose  of  concentrations  of  pol¬ 
lutants  in  farm  feedlot  areas  to  keep  our 
lakes,  ponds,  and  streams  clear  and  use- 
able.  j, 

I  believe,  it  would  be  well  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  conference  report  on  the 
subject  of  the  program,  however,  be 
scanned  a  little  bit,  Mr.  President.  I  read 
a  paragraph  from  page  9  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

The  conferees  agreed  to  call  on  the  De¬ 
partment  to  announce  the  1971  program, 
which  should  have  been  announced  months 
ago,  Including  therein  all  programs,  prac¬ 
tices  and  procedures  available  in  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  1970  program  such  changes  as  may 
be  recommended  by  the  county  committee 
and  approved  by  the  State  committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  that  lan¬ 
guage,  particularly  the  words  “call  on 
the  Department  to  announce  the  1971 
program — including  therein  all  pro¬ 
grams,  practices  and  procedures”  and  so 
on,  should  not  be  interpreted  as  a  limi¬ 
tation  or  restriction  of  the  program.  As 
a  member  of  the  Conference  Committee 
I  was  reluctant  to  agree  to  this  language. 
The  Congress,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  the  State  and  County  ASCS 
Committees  have  tried  hard  and  effec¬ 
tively  in  my  opinion  to  constantly  im¬ 
prove  this  program.  We  have  eliminated 


completely  some  of  the  temporary  prac¬ 
tices  which  have  caused  criticism,  and 
reduced  other  practices  which  do  not 
have  an  enduring  effect.  In  fact  around 
90  percent  of  the  program  is  made  up  of 
enduring  practices. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks  three  tables,  one  showing 
the  portion  of  the  cost  sharing  for  con¬ 
servation  practices  with  enduring  bene¬ 
fits  for  the  year  1969,  and  another  which 
shows  the  portion  of  the  ACP  cost  shar¬ 
ing  assistance  for  practices  with  endur¬ 
ing  benefits  and  for  practices  with  bene¬ 
fits  of  limited  duration,  and  another 
showing  State  allocations,  farmer  con¬ 
tributions,  average  assistance  per  farm, 
and  participating  farms. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Murphy)  .  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 

PORTION  OF  COST  SHARES  FOR  CONSERVATION  PRACTICES 
WITH  ENDURING  BENEFITS  *  1969  AGRICULTURE  CONSER¬ 
VATION  PROGRAM 


State  Percent 


Alabama... _ _ 68 

Alaska _ _ 100 

Arizona . . . . . .  2 100 

Arkansas _  72 

California . . . . . . . .  3  loo 

Colorado _ _  2 100 

Connecticut _ 76 

Delaware _ ....  29 

Florida _ _ 65 

Georgia _ 65 

Hawaii . 93 

Idaho . . 98 

Illinois . . 89 

Indiana _  77 

Iowa _ 91 

Kansas _ 7 _ _  98 

Kentucky _ 98 

Louisiania _ 65 

Maine _ 97 

Maryland _ _ _  77 

Massachusetts _ _ 84 

Michigan _ 77 

Minnesota . . 96 

Mississippi^ _ 72 

Missouri _ _ _ ...:.  94 

Montana _  3 100 

Nebraska _  99 

Nevada... . 100 

New  Hampshire . . 96 

New  Jersey _ -  70 


December  8 ,  19  70 


State  Percent 


New  Mexico . 95 

New  York _ 97 

North  Carolina . . 72 

North  Dakota _ _ 68 

Ohio . 1 . 85 

Oklahoma _ _.__f _  95 

Oregon . . . 98 

Pennsylvania . . 98 

Puerto  Rico _ _ _ .'...  97 

Rhode  Island _ 67 

South  Carolina _ 78 

South  Dakota . . 1 _ _ _ _ _  94 

Tennessee _ 85 

Texas . 89 

Utah... . 2100 

Vermont . . 2100 

Virginia . 86 

Virgin  Islands . 100 

Washington . 98 

West  Virginia _ 98 

Wisconsin _ 98 

Wyoming.. . 99 


Total . . . .  87 


•  Rounded  to  nearest  whole  percent. 

2  Less  than  %  of  1  percent  for  practices  of  limited  duration 
(temporary  practices). 


PORTION  OF  ACP  COST-SHARING  ASSISTANCE  FOR 
PRACTICES  WITH  ENDURING  BENEFITS  AND  FOR 
PRACTICES  WITH  BENEFITS  OF  LIMITED  DURATION 
1954  TO  CURRENT  PROGRAM  ' 

[Percent] 


Program 

Portion  used 
for  practices 
with  enduring 
benefits 1 

Portion  used 
for  other 
practices3 

Total 

1954 _ 

76 

24 

100 

1955 . 

76 

24 

100 

1956 _ 

84 

16 

100 

1957 _ 

83 

17 

100 

1958. . 

86 

14 

100 

1959 _ 

88 

12 

100 

1960 _ 

87 

13 

100 

1961 . 

85 

15 

100 

1962 _ 

87 

13 

100 

1963 _ 

88 

12 

100 

1964 . . 

89 

11 

100 

1965 . . 

84 

16 

100 

1966 _ 

86 

14 

100 

1967 _ 

87 

13 

100 

1968 _ 

87 

13 

100 

1969 _ 

87 

13 

100 

1970  tentative 
estimate 3 _ 

90 

10 

100 

1  This  group  includes  the  practices  classified  in  the  ACP 
National  Bulletin  as  having  enduring  benefits. 

2  This  group  includes  the  practices  classified  in  the  ACP 
National  Bulletin  as  having  benefits  of  limited  duration. 

>  Based  on  early  indications — considering  increased  emphasis 
on  pollution  abatement  and  other  enduring  practices. 


STATE  ALLOCATIONS,  FARMER  CONTRIBUTIONS,  AVERAGE  ASSISTANCE  PER  FARM,  AND  PARTICIPATING  FARMS,  1969  AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


State 

Allocation  1 2 
(thousand 
dollars) 

Farmer 
contributions  2 
(thousand 
dollars) 

Average 
assistance 
per  farm 
(dollars) 

Participating 

farms 

(number) 

State 

Allocation  1 
(thousand 
dollars) 

Farmer 
contributions  2 
(thousand 
dollars) 

Average 
assistance 
per  farm 
(dollars) 

Participating 

farms 

(number) 

Alabama.. . . 

. .  5,298 

5,298 

231 

22,493 

Nevada . . . . 

_  640 

640 

840 

687 

Alaska . 

61 

61 

606 

107 

New  Hampshire . 

_  457 

457 

266 

1,714 

Arizona . 

.  -  1,563 

1,563 

1,099 

~  1,402 

New  Jersey . . 

.  652 

652 

223 

2,760 

Arkansas _ 

4,452 

4,452 

213 

20, 723 

New  Mexico _ _ 

_  2,246 

2,246 

633 

3,  558 

California . 

4;  894 

4, 894 

702 

6,268 

New  York . . . 

_  4, 499 

4,499 

247 

19, 087 

Colorado. . . 

3,719 

3,719 

420 

7,549 

North  Carolina _ 

6, 267 

6, 267 

83 

76, 198 

Connecticut . . 

'415 

'  415 

193 

2,  061 

North  Dakota . 

_  5, 269 

5, 269 

175 

27, 868 

Delaware. . 

.  279 

279 

227 

I!  233 

Ohio . . . . 

_  5, 263 

5,263 

218 

22, 993 

Florida.  _ 

_  3, 335 

3, 335 

293 

11,090 

Oklahoma.. . . 

_  6, 221 

6, 221 

248 

20, 972 

Georgia3. . 

_  6,980 

6,980 

212 

28, 865 

Oregon . . . 

. .  2,370 

2, 370 

483 

4,955 

Hawaii.. . . 

_  159 

159 

649 

205 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

_  4, 172 

4,172 

320 

13, 387 

Idaho...  . 

1,987 

1,987 

285 

6, 986 

Puerto  Rico _  .. 

_  .  805 

805 

69 

11,567 

Illinois. . 

. .  7,577 

7,577 

290 

24,  577 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

68 

68 

154 

383 

Indiana _ _ _ 

_  5, 072 

5,’  072 

170 

24;  913 

South  Carolina.  ...  .  . 

3.21? 

3,212 

214 

14,610 

Iowa..  ...  _ 

_  8, 386 

8,386 

182 

43,937 

4,071 

4,071 

201 

19,  007 

Kansas  . 

6,416 

369 

16, 839 

Tennfisspfi 

5,236 

5, 236 

111 

44,345 

Kentucky . 

. .  6,265 

6,265 

173 

34;  677 

Texas _  _ 

_  18, 142 

18, 142 

267 

66.433 

Louisiana . 

_  4, 064 

4,  064 

255 

16,642 

Utah 

1,245 

1.245 

250 

5,147 

Maine . 

_  1, 020 

1,020 

223 

4,179 

Vermont _ 

_  962 

962 

218 

4,603 

Maryland. . 

. .  1,196 

1,196 

207 

5,684 

Virginia  ...  _ 

_  4, 188 

4,188 

109 

38, 132 

Massachusetts... . 

_  480 

480 

261 

1,832 

12 

12 

925 

13 

Michigan . . 

_  4, 430 

4,430 

211 

18;  163 

Washington. _ 

2,  550 

2,  550 

363 

6, 874 

Minnesota. . 

.  5, 876 

5, 876 

269 

18, 746 

West  Virginia _  _ _ 

_  1,613 

1,613 

104 

15,377 

Mississippi . 

5,915 

5,915 

154 

39, 106 

Wisconsin _ _  .  . 

_  5,156 

5,156 

301 

16,972 

Missouri . 

_  8, 141 

8,141 

152 

51,  534 

1,919 

1,919 

547 

3, 294 

A  ^ 

4  835 

Nebraska . 

. .  51450 

5, ‘450 

331 

14."  305 

Total 

 195, 500 

195,  500 

213 

871,486 

1  Basic  State  allocation  plus  estimated  amount  for  small  cost-share  increases.  s  Includes  $595,000  for  naval  stores  conservation  payments  through  the  Georgia  State  office 

2  Estimated  as  equal  to  State  allocation  (does  not  include  conservation  practice  investments  for  naval  stores  producers  in  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia,  Louisiana,  Mississippi,  South  Carolina, 

by  the  participants  beyond  the  practice  units  tor  which  cost  shares  were  approved).  and  Texas. 
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December  8,  1970 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  former  is  by  State, 
and  the  second  one  is  by  year,  and  the 
percentage  shown  as  an  estimated  figure 
for  1970  of  the  portion  used  for  practices 
with  enduring  benefits  is  about  90  per¬ 
cent.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  for  the  State 
of  Nebraska,  the  figure  in  the  table  is 
99  percent. 

Attempts  are  being  made  by  the  De¬ 
partment  and  the  State  committees  to 
improve  the  program  even  more  along 
this  line.  I  would  not  want  the  report 
language  to  be  interpreted  in  a  manner 
so  as  to  curtail  the  incentive  to  improve 
this  program. 

I  would  hope  that  the  program  can  be 
announced  soon  and  that  the  farmers 
can  continue  with  this  great  program. 
I  would  suggest  that  during  the  next  few 
months  if  drastic  changes  are  proposed 
in  the  program,  these  changes  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate  and  House  commit¬ 
tees.  Extensive  hearings  can  be  held  and 
a  full  investigation  of  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  and  future  program  can  be  made. 

Again  I  wanted  to  commend,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  those  whom  I  rep¬ 
resent — and  I  know  I  speak  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  all  the  Members  of  this  body — 
the  service  rendered  through  the  years  as 
well  as  this  particular  year  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  our  subcommittee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  that  statement. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
again  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  agree  with  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  I  have 
been  trying  since  last  August  to  persuade 
the  administration  to  announce  the  ACP 
program  for  this  year.  I  have  not  been 
successful  in  that.  I  cannot  understand 
what  has  happened  to  their  sense  of 
values,  because  agriculture  is  still  far 
and  away  the  most  important  industry 
we  have,  with  almost  one-third  of  the 
total  number  of  gainfully  employed  peo¬ 
ple  in  this  country  dependent  upon  it, 
either  in  connection  with  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  supplies  and  equipment,  actually 
working  the  land,  or  in  the  transporta¬ 
tion,  handling,  and  processing  of  farm 
products. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  Budget 
Bureau,  or  whoever  it  is  that  is  responsi¬ 
ble  for  this  situation,  does  not  recognize 

that  fact. 

I  do  wish  to  point  out,  however,  that 
the  idea  of  eliminating  the  ACP  did  not 
originate  with  this  administration,  but 
had  been  recommended  to  us  by  the 
previous  administration,  which  however 
yielded  to  the  express  desires  and  wishes 
of  Congress,  and  up  to  now  the  program 
has  been  continued. 

I  have  no  doubt  but  that  the  program 
needs  to  be  changed  in  some  respects.  It 
is  changing  now,  from  a  program  mainly 
to  encourage  production  to  a  program  to 
control  misuse  of  the  lands  or  pollution 
of  the  waters.  There  is  no  reason  in  the 
world  why  the  new  program  for  this 
year  should  not  be  announced  without 
any  further  delay;  and  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  should  have  been  done  several 
months  ago. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  contribution,  and  thank  the  chair¬ 
man  once  again. 


Mr.  BELLMON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  BELLMON.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
my  colleagues  in  expressing  support  for 
the  conference  committee’s  decision  to 
fund  the  agricultural  stabilization  and 
conservation  program.  I  am  one  who  re¬ 
members  the  days  of  the  1930’s,  when 
much  of  Oklahoma,  as  well  as  the  other 
high  plains  States,  was  subject  to  very 
serious  wind  erosion.  Today  we  are  hear¬ 
ing  about  air  pollution;  but  anyone  who 
came  through  those  storms  would  know 
wThat  air  pollution  really  was.  The  air 
was  so  full  of  silt  and  dust  it  was  vir¬ 
tually  impossible  for  man  or  beast  to 
breathe. 

The  agricultural  stabilization  and  con¬ 
servation  program  has  not  only  stopped 
that  kind. of  erosion  and  air  pollution, 
but  it  has  given  the  farmers  the  tools 
they  need  to  work  with  to  stabilize  agri¬ 
culture  through  much  of  the  Midwest, 
where  rainfall  is  not  dependable,  where 
the  climate  is  erratic,  and  where  extraor¬ 
dinary  steps  are  needed  to  keep  the  soil 
in  place  and  keep  it  in  a  productive 
condition. 

I  would  say  the  amount  of  money 
which  our  Government  has  spent 
through  this  program  in  helping  to  pre¬ 
serve  our  agricultural  resources  has 
probably  been  the  best  investment  this 
government  has  ever  made;  and  sud¬ 
denly  to  come  along  and  chop  off  the 
program  and  reverse  that  trend  would, 
I  believe,  be  a  greater  mistake  than  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Senate  could  allow. 

I  certainly  join  with  my  colleagues, 
and  commend  them  for  the  good  judg¬ 
ment  they  have  had  in  restoring  the  ap¬ 
propriations  and  instructing  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  to  announce  the 
1971  program. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  briefly  on  that  point? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  for  his  comment,  and  I 
am  glad  to  yield  again  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  agree  with  me — and  this 
is  a  subject  that  has  been  discussed  in 
committee  as  well  as  in  conference — that 
the  sensible  way  to  go  about  a  revision 
of  this  program  is  not  to  put  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  administrators,  either  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  or  in  the  Department 
for  the  purpose  of  doing  that? 

We  well  know  that  there  are  some 
component  parts  of  the  procedure  that 
are  probably  not  too  beneficial,  and  per¬ 
haps  should  be  discontinued.  However, 
I  feel  the  proper  way  to  do  it  would  be 
to  allow  the  program  to  proceed  as  it  has 
heretofore  done,  and  then,  if  there  is  a 
desire  for  an  overhaul  of  the  program, 
have  the  administration  come  to  Con¬ 
gress  with  a  message  outlining  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  a  complete  review,  reappraisal, 
and  revision  of  the  program.  Then  the 
Congress,  through  its  committees,  could 
process  that  kind  of  request,  and  give 
it  such  new  thrust  as  is  deemed  neces¬ 
sary,  and  also  incorporate  such  innova¬ 
tions  in  the  act  as  would  be  necessary  to 
eliminate  the  less  desirable  practices? 


This  would  enable  the  program  to  pro¬ 
ceed  on  a  firm  foundation. 

Mr.  BELLMON.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
Nebraska  that  this  would  be  a  wise  course 
for  our  Government  to  follow.  Certain 
features  of  the  agricultural  stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  conservation  program  some¬ 
time — perhaps  now,  perhaps  sometime 
in  the  future — will  have  outlived  their 
usefulness,  although  land  ultimately 
will  have  been  terraced  and  probably 
sometimes  finished  with  other  soil  con¬ 
servation  measures,  and  therefore  we 
would  no  longer  need  the  funds  for  those 
programs  and  they  should  be  stopped. 
But  we  cannot  come  in  and  suddenly 
chop  off  the  entire  program,  without 
checking  to  see  whether  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  important  work  to  be  done. 

I  agree  that  the  Senator  has  the  right 
approach,  and  I  would  support  him  if 
such  an  approach  were  attempted. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  both  Senators. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  supplement 
the  statement  so  well  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  by  saying  that  there 
are  other  programs  in  this  bill,  not  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  the  support  of  farmers, 
Which  have  not  yet  been  mentioned, 
such  as  the  food  for  peace  program,  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480,  which  is  a  very  large  pro¬ 
gram  and  makes  up  a  very  large  part  of 
this  bill,  and  the  school  lunch  program, 
another  very  important  program  in  the 
local  social  field,  just  as  the  food  stamp 
program,  which  has  already  been  men¬ 
tioned. 

So  that  this  measure,  called  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill,  as  a  matter 
of  fact  covers  a  great  many  things,  some 
of  which  relate  to  our  foreign  policy, 
some  to  our  domestic  social  policies,  and 
some  to  other  policies,  which  I  shall  not 
mention  at  this  time  because  they  are 
smaller. 

I  am  grateful  for  the  statements  made 
by  my  distinguished  friends. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  wishes  to  discuss  some  phases  of 
this  report,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  make  a  very  brief  statement  and 
then  ask  for  a  short  quorum  call. 

I  had  intended  to  discuss  this  matter 
with  the  Senator  personally,  but  it  was 
my  understanding  that  this  matter 
would  not  come  up  until  later  this  after¬ 
noon.  The  Senator  showed  me  the  cour¬ 
tesy  last  night,  just  before  the  Senate 
adjourned,  to  inform  me  that  the  Senate 
conferees  were  unable  to  retain  the  $1.75 
billion  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  the  Senate  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  and  hgd,  in  fact,  agreed  upon  the 
House  figure  of  $1.25  billion.  In  other 
words,  there  was  no  compromise  at  all, 
as  I  understand  it,  between  the  House 
and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  is  going  to  comment  on  the  $170 
million  of  unexpended  funds,  but  that 
was  already  in  the  pipeline,  and  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  irrelevant  to  the  question  of 
the  action  taken  by  the  Senate  earlier 
this  year  when  we  went  on  record,  by 
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a  clear  margin,  calling  for  the  new  funds 
in  the  amount  of  $1.75  billion. 

I  knew  at  that  time,  as  did  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  others,  that  some  un¬ 
expended  funds  were  in  the  pipeline,  and 
that  is  true  with  most  of  these  programs 
on  which  we  are  asked  to  vote  on  appro¬ 
priations.  But  the  fact  remains  that  the 
$170  million  to  which  the  Senator  refers 
will  have  been  spent  by  the  end  of  this 
month  and  that  we  will  have  expended 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $725 
million  in  the  first  6  months  of  this  year, 
which  leaves  something  less  than  $700 
mllion  for  the  remaining  6  months  of 
the  fiscal  year. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  that  this  allows  for  no  expansion 
at  all  of  the  program.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  will  bring  about  a  retrenchment  in  the 
program  at  a  time  when  we  should  be  ex¬ 
panding  both  the  number  of  people  par¬ 
ticipating  in  this  progam  and  the 
amounts  that  are  made  available  for  the 
various  families  which  are  participating. 

So  I  want  to  serve  notice  on  the  Sena¬ 
tor — I  have  had  no  chance  to  do  this  be¬ 
fore  now — that  I  intend  to  ask  for  a  roll- 
call  vote  on  this  measure,  reluctant  as  I 
am  to  do  that,  and  ask  the  Senate  to 
reject  the  conference  report. 

This  has  been  my  first  chance  to  talk 
with  the  Senator.  I  had  fully  intended 
to  come  to  the  Chamber  and  see  him 
privately  about  it,  before  this  matter  was 
brought  up  for  debate. 

Now  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding. 

In  the  first  place,  I  think  the  Senator 
is  mistaken  in  his  conclusion  that  the 
$170  million  was  in  the  pipeline.  The 
$170  million  was  not  in  the  pipeline.  It 
had  to  be  appropriated  before  it  got  in 
the  pipeline,  and  it  was  only  appro¬ 
priated  when  we  passed  the  continuing 
resolution.  This  $170  million  was  a  re¬ 
maining  authorization  from  the  earlier 
authorization  bill.  It  was  not  in  the  pipe¬ 
line;  and  funds  had  not  been  appro¬ 
priated.  If  the  Senator  will  refer  to  page 
21  of  the  bill  I  will  read  lines  12  to  14  on 
page  21  of  the  bill: 

Provided  that  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts 
authorized  by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

The  new  authorization  is  still  in  ques¬ 
tion.  The  House  has  reported  a  bill,  and  I 
understand  it  will  shortly  debate  that 
bill.  I  wish  the  subject  would  be  disposed 
of  when  the  bill  in  the  House  is  passed, 
but  it  will  not  be,  because  the  differences 
between  the  House  and  Senate  versions 
of  the  Senate  bill  are  various  and  are 
very  great. 

I  am  sure  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  who  will  be  chairman  of 
the  Senate  conferees  and,  I  suspect, 
chairman  of  the  conference  committee, 
will  bear  out  my  statement  that  the  con¬ 
ference  is  not  going  to  be  a  simple  matter 
on  the  bills  passed  by  the  two  Houses. 

I  want  to  say,  another  thing:  As 
passed,  we  have  made  available  not  only 
the  two  items  of  $300  million  each,  made 
available  by  the  initiative  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  in  offering  emergency 
legislation  which  was  passed  by  both 


Houses,  but  also,  we  have  reached  back 
and  appropriated  the  $170  million  of  re¬ 
maining  authorization  from  last  year. 

We  have  also  provided  that  in  the 
event  the  authorization  measure  should 
be  passed  in  an  amount  greater  than 
$1,420  billion — this  is  not  stated  in  the 
report;  I  am  simply  stating  this  as  a 
matter  of  conclusion,  with  which  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  will  agree — the  last  sup¬ 
plemental  bill  this  year  can  handle  that 
item;  or,  if  the  authorization  bill  is 
passed  too  late  this  year  or  not  until  next 
year,  it  may  be  handled  in  the  first  sup¬ 
plemental  or  in  any  supplemental  bill 
next  year,  if  the  total  authorization  for 
fiscal  1971  is  greater  than  $1,420  billion. 
I  do  not  know  of  any  other  way  we  could 
have  proceeded  which  would  expedite  the 
passage  of  this  bill. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  plain  that  it  was 
not  immediately  agreed  to  that  the  $170 
million  should  be  added  to  the  $1,250 
billion  and  that  the  $1,420  billion  rep¬ 
resents  not  only  $170  million  more  than 
the  budget  but  also  that  much  more  than 
what  was  in  the  House  bill  when  it  came 
over  to  the  Senate.  My  own  feeling  is 
that  this  bill  should  be  passed  promptly. 
It  contains  other  measures  which  are 
very  important.  I  know  of  no  other  way 
in  which  we  can  bring  immediately  pres¬ 
sure  to  bear  on  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
and  that  is  where  the  pressure  has  got 
to  be  brought  to  bear  on  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram  because  they  have  not  yet  an¬ 
nounced  that  program.  Here  we  are  in 
December,  the  sixth  month  of  this  fiscal 
year  and  they  still  have  not  announced 
the  program  for  1971.  This  is  the  only 
way  in  which  we  can  lawfully  place  the 
school  lunch  program  at  the  levels 
adopted  in  the  bill  which  passed  the 
Senate  not  long  ago.  Somehow,  the 
Budget  Bureau,  by  some  device  unknown 
to  me,  has  allowed  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram — and  I  hope  that  their  device  is 
lawful  and  I  am  glad  they  proceeded 
with  it — to  come  to  the  level  of  the  bill 
that  was  passed.  However,  I  do  not  think 
it  can  properly  or  regularly  operate  at 
that  level  until  this  particular  bill  is 
passed.  It  does  finance  expanded  and  en¬ 
larged  school  lunch  programs  in  the  way 
that  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  and  the  rest  of  us  want  it  to  be 
enlarged  and  expanded. 

So  many  other  items  in  this  bill  are 
of  such  great  importance  that  I 
shall  not  attempt  to  enumerate  them.  We 
have  been  holding  in  abeyance  or  hold¬ 
ing  up  the  whole  operation  of  many 
large  programs  affecting  our  entire  Na¬ 
tion,  in  the  first  instance,  waiting  for  the 
passage  of  the  farm  bill,  which  passed  a 
short  while  ago  and  was  signed  by  the 
President,  as  I  recall,  on  December  1,  I 
am  informed  by  my  assistant.  We  are 
proceeding  as  rapidly  as  possible  to  get 
something  done. 

If  the  Senator  wants  to  take  upon  him¬ 
self  the  responsibility  of  jeopardizing  the 
passage  of  appropriate  legislation  be¬ 
fore  our  adjournment — and  I  am  told  on 
the  floor  today  that  it  is  the  intention  of 
the  leadership  to  try  to  adjourn  on  the 
18th  of  December — today  being  the  8th  of 
December,  and  that  is  10  days  from 
now — why,  of  course,  that  is  his  privilege. 
He  would  be  thoroughly  within  his  rights 
in  taking  the  step  he  has  suggested. 


But  I  hope  that  he  will  reexamine  his 
position,  because  there  are  people  in  the 
conference  just  as  much  interested  in  the 
food  stamp  program  as  is  he,  and  we  felt 
that  we  had  worked  out  the  maximum 
program  possible  under  the  conditions 
existing. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  reply  briefly  to  that,  I  did  not  rise 
today  to  criticize  the  actions  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  or  other  Members  of 
the  Senate  conference.  What  is  disturb¬ 
ing  to  me  is  that  it  seems  we  are  having 
a  repeat  here  today  of  almost  what  hap¬ 
pened  on  the  agricultural  conference, 
-where  practically  everything  that  the 
Senate  tried  to  accomplish  in  the  way  of 
a  stronger  agricultural  bill  was  not  only 
objected  to  on  the  House  side,  but  they 
would  not  budge  an  inch  in  terms  of 
making  any  concessions  at  all  to  the 
Senate  conferees. 

Now  it  is  a  fact  that  the  Senate,  by  a 
rather  clear  margin,  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $1.75  billion  in  new  funds 
for  the  food  stamp  program.  We  did 
that,  acting  under  clear  evidence  that 
has  been  provided  by  the  committees  of 
the  Senate,  demonstrating  that  there 
are  several  million  people  in  this  country 
who  are  malnourished  and  who  are  not 
being  covered  by  any  kind  of  food  as¬ 
sistance  program. 

I  frankly  cannot  accept,  without  at 
least  making  a  fight  here  this  afternoon, 
what  seems  to  be  another  case  of  the 
House’s  being  unwilling  to  compromise 
in  a  reasonable  way. 

If  the  conferees  had  come  back  with 
a  figure  of  $1.5  or  $1.6  billion,  or  some¬ 
thing  in  that  area,  one  would  have  been 
more  inclined  to  let  it  go  by.  But  what 
I  would  suggest,  based  on  the  best  evi¬ 
dence  we  can  compile,  Is  that  we  need 
a  figure  of  at  least  $1.65  billion  just  to 
keep  the  food  stamp  program  expanding 
at  its  present  rate. 

I  should  like  to  read  into  the  record 
a  few  monthly  statistics  on  what  has 
been  happening  in  the  program  during 
the  current  fiscal  year,  so  that  we  can 
get  some  measure  of  the  kind  of  funds 
that  will  be  necessary. 

We  started  out  in  July  with  an  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  food  stamp  program  of 
around  $98  million.  That  was  increased 
to  $102  million  in  August.  It  went  up  to 
$116  million  in  September,  $123  million 
in  October,  $127  million  in  November, 
and  is  projected  at  $131  million  for  the 
current  month. 

Continuing  that  rate  on  through  the 
rest  of  this  year — and  I  think  it  is  a 
modest  rate  of  increase — we  will  be  at  an 
expenditure  level  on  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  of  around  $158  million  a  month  by 
the  end  of  this  fiscal  year — July  1971 — 
which  is  roughly  $1.6  billion.  If  one  adds 
the  additional  amount  of  $60  million  in 
additional  emergency  costs,  we  have  the 
figure  of  $1.65  billion. 

It  is  my  strong  hope  that  we  can  re¬ 
ject  the  conference  report  and  then,  at 
the  appropriate  time,  instruct  the  Senate 
conferees  to  go  back  for  another  confer¬ 
ence  and  insist  on  an  appropriation  at 
least  at  the  level  of  $1.65  billion. 

It  is  my  intention  to  take  that  action 
at  the  appropriate  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the  food 
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stamp  program  has  been  moving  forward 
in  the  effort  to  take  up  $770  million  in  7 
months,  because  that  is  all  the  authority 
it  has  had. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  would  leave  5 
months  yet  to  be  calculated  for.  If  $770 
million,  the  total  now  available,  would  be 
used  by  January  31  next,  and  that 
amount  should  be  stricken  from  the 
$1,420  billion,  it  would  leave,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  can  see,  between  $600  and  $700  mil¬ 
lion  available  for  the  last  5  months  of  the 
program. 

I  do  not  see  how,  under  any  circum¬ 
stances,  there  could  be  a  prudent  or  rea¬ 
sonable  enlargement  of  the  program  in 
those  additional  5  months  to  come  to  the 
$1,750  billion  which  was  placed  in  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill. 

The  conference  committee — 1  just 
want  to  repeat  this — placed  in  the  bill 
every  dime  it  felt  could  be  reached,  in¬ 
cluding  not  only  the  $1,250  billion  in  the 
budget  and  in  the  House  bill  but  also 
the  $170  million  which  we  had  reached 
back  and  picked  up  from  the  old  au¬ 
thorization  bill. 

I  merely  restate  this,  because  it  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  so  true.  Even  if  the  conference 
report  on  the  food  stamp  authorization 
bill  is  hurried  and  is  available  to'  be 
passed  before  we  get  away  from  here, 
which  I  doubt  very  much  now,  knowing 
as  I  do  the  differences  between  the  two 
bills,  there  is  still  no  time  for  the  de¬ 
liberate  consideration  of  what  could  be 
properly  spent  after  January  31  of  next 
year.  And  if  there  is  passed  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  big  enough  to  add  to  the  $1,420,000,- 
000,  it  can  be  added  in  the  first  supple¬ 
mental  bill,  after  the  authorization  is 
completed. 

I  do  not  know  how  the  Senator  could 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  would  be 
advantageous  to  force  delay  of  this  bill, 
which  is  apparently  what  he  is  seeking 
to  do,  rather  than  waiting  to  see  what  the 
authorization  bill  will  be  and  then  to  en¬ 
deavor  the  most  prompt  and  the  most 
immediate  remedial  treatment  that  can 
be  given  to  this  program,  after  that  au¬ 
thorization  bill  is  passed. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  his  many  conversations  with 
Members  of  the  other  body,  can  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  shed  any  light,  as  to 
why  almost  14  months  after  the  Senate 
passed  a  very  strong  food  stamp  reform 
bill  in  September  1969,  no  action  has 
been  forthcoming  on  those  reforms  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  am  frankly  frustrated  almost  to  the 
point  of  despair  as  to  what  can  be  done 
to  get  these  food  programs  moving.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  have  documented 
beyond  any  doubt  in  the  minds  of  rea¬ 
sonable  people  that  there  are  millions  of 
hungry  Americans,  millions  of  malnur- 
ished  Americans,  that  we  are  not  meet¬ 
ing  with  our  program.  What  is  it  going 
to  take  to  get  the  Members  of  Congress 
to  give  the  same  kind  of  priority  to  this 
program  that  they  do  to  some  of  these 
programs  that  cany  a  defense  label? 
This  a  matter  of  national  defense,  too. 
It  has  to  do  with  the  health  and  strength 
of  the  American  people. 

I  have  almost  reached  my  wits'  end  as 
to  what  we  can  do  in  the  Senate  to  get 


some  action  so  that  these  reforms  can 
move  ahead.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  are 
not  doing  very  much  to  build  a  case  when 
we  acquiesce  in  a  matter  of  this  kind. 

I  realize  that  this  is  an  uphill  effort  to 
try  to  recommit  a  conference  report  in¬ 
volving  all  the  appropriations  for  a  major 
department  of  the  Government.  But  I  do 
think  that  we  ought  to  call  the  roll  to 
demonstrate  that  there  is  opposition  and 
impatience  in  the  Senate  when  the  steps 
we  have  taken  in  this  field  are  constantly 
thwarted  in  the  other  body. 

That  does  not  preclude  our  making  an¬ 
other  effort  next  year  in  a  supplemental 
bill,  as  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
suggested.  However,  if  he  or  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  can  shed  any  light  on 
why  we  run  into  this  seemingly  impos¬ 
sible  barrier  in  the  other  body  on  food 
stamps,  I  would  be  glad  to  get  the  ex¬ 
planation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  in 
a  moment.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  better  able  to  explain  this  than  I  be¬ 
cause  he  has  had  so  many  more  confer¬ 
ences  with  the  House  of  Representatives 
than  I  have.  However,  I  do  'want  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  to  know  two  things. 
The  first  is  that  if  we  do  not  pass  an 
appropriation  bill,  we  would  probably 
exacerbate  the  struggle  we  will  have 
with  the  passage  of  that  bill. 

The  second  is  that  I  happen  to  know 
of  my  own  knowledge  from  my  own  in¬ 
frequent  conferences  with  the  Members 
of  the  House  that  for  many  months  it 
was  planned  there  to  couple  with  the 
farm  bill  then  pending  this  food  stamp 
bill.  And  the  division  of  the  two  occurred 
long  after  the  hearings  had  been  under¬ 
way  on  the  farm  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  who  knows  much 
more  about  this  subject  than  I  and  who, 
I  should  say,  is  responsible  for  passage 
of  the  two  emergency  resolutions  which 
continued  funds  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  not  responsible  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  is  not  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  passage  of  the  two  helpful 
emergency  measures  which  made  avail¬ 
able  first  $300  million  and  then  made 
available  an  additional  $300  million. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  been 
fighting  for  this  program  a  long  time. 
He  knows  all  of  the  potential  problems 
from  his  frequent  contacts  with  the 
other  end  of  the  Capitol  much  more 
than  I. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  hopeful  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  will  not 
press  a  vote  on  this  matter.  I  think  that 
the  conferees  have  done  all  they  can  in 
order  to  obtain  everything  possible  from 
the  House.  I  have  been  trying  very  hard 
to  get  the  House  to  act.  I  spoke  to  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Rules  Committee 
a  few  days  ago.  The  bill  has  finally  been 
sent  to  the  floor.  I  understand  that  this 
afternoon  or  tomorrow  the  bill  will  be 
up  for  debate  and  that  it  will  require 
probably,  I  think,  a  debate  of  at  least  2 
hours.  That  is  my  understanding  of  the 
rule  that  was  provided. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  is 
making  a  big  mistake  in  attempting  to 


delay  this  measure.  Not  only,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  stated,  is  the  food 
stamp  proposal  being  jeopardized,  but 
also  the  school  lunch  program  is  being 
placed  in  danger.  We  have  added  a  lot 
to  the  school  lunch  program.  If  this  re¬ 
port  is  set  aside  or  delayed,  the  school- 
children  will  suffer. 

I  plead  with  the  Senator  not  to  oppose 
the  adoption  of  the  report.  I  give  him 
assurances  that  just  as  soon  as  the  House 
bill  is  enacted,  we  will  go  to  conference. 
We  have  a  bill  pending  now,  a  supple¬ 
mental  bill,  and  if  we  can  get  the  con¬ 
ferees  to  get  together  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  adjourns,,  we  will  have  authority 
to  increase  the  amount  over  what  is  now 
in  the  bill.  But  we  have  no  authority  to 
go  further  than  we  do  in  this  particular 
bill. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
knows  that  I  am  not  criticizing  any  ac¬ 
tion  he  has  taken  on  this  matter.  But  I 
do  continue  to  be  puzzled  by  one  strange 
situation  that,  it  seems  to  me,  has  de¬ 
veloped  on  this  whole  food  assistance 
issue. 

As  I  go  around  the  country,  I  find  gen¬ 
eral  support  on  the  part  of  the  American 
people  that  we  should  put  an  end  to 
hunger.  I  do  not  think  there  is  a  Member 
of  the  Senate  that  could  really  relax  in 
the  face  of  the  certain  knowledge  that 
people — and  especially  little  children — 
are  suffering  from  malnutrition  and 
hunger. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  knows 
that  every  person  in  that  condition,  on 
a  dollar  and  cents  basis  in  the  long  run, 
will  cost  the  country  3  or  4  times  as  much 
as  it  would  cost  to  give  them  a  decent 
diet.  However,  the  Members  of  the  House 
are  theoretically,  under  our  system,  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  more  responsive  to  the  public 
pressure  in  the  country  than  are  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate. 

I  cannot  understand  why  it  has  been 
so  difficult  over  the  past  year  and  a  half 
for  us  to  get  the  kind  of  action  in  the 
other  body  that  we  have  taken  here  time 
after  time  in  trying  to  strengthen  the 
food  assistance  program. 

This  is  not  criticism  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  It  is  simply  an  effort  to 
try  to  shed  some  light  on  what  seems  to 
me  to  have  become  an  impasse  between 
the  two  Houses. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand.  However,  doing  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  now  suggesting  will  not  assist  in 
the  matter  at  all. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Is  that  the  Senator's 
best  judgment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  my  best  judg¬ 
ment  because  we  have  provided  all  we 
can  possibly  obtain  for  the  present  un¬ 
der  the  authorization  we  have.  If,  per¬ 
chance,  the  House  does  pass  this  bill,  I 
think  that  we  can  go  to  conference  im¬ 
mediately  and  come  out  with  a  bill  and 
attach  it  to  the  pending  supplemental 
bill.  Hearings  are  now  being  held  by  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Byrd), 
and  if  the  food  stamp  bill  is  enacted  by 
the  House  tomorrow,  we  can  go  to  con¬ 
ference  and  then  have  it  authorized  and 
go  before  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  headed  by  the  Senator  from  West 
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Virginia.  We  can  likely  obtain  whatever 
is  finally  agreed  upon  by  both  Houses. 

This,  as  I  said,  will  provide  the  funds 
for  this  month  and  all  of  January.  Oth¬ 
erwise  we  would  be  without  authority  to 
go  along. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  can 
the  Senator  give  assurance  here  to  the 
best  of  his  ability — not  just  to  me,  but  to 
the  millions  interested  in  this  program — 
that  he  will  use  his  great  leadership  and 
influence  to  try  to  get  the  best  possible 
food  stamp  reform  bill,  not  just  the 
money,  but  the  kind  of  relief  that  the 
Senate  wrote  into  its  legislation  in  Sep¬ 
tember  1969?  Can  the  Senator  assure  us 
that  he  will  do  all  in  his  power  to  see 
that  those  needed  changes  become  part 
of  the  law? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  if  the  bill 
goes  to  conference,  and  I  presume  I  will 
be  on  the  conference  committee,  I  will 
do  all  I  can  to  carry  out  what  the  Senate 
votes  on. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  I  have  great  confidence  in  his 
ability. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  probabilities  are 
that  the  Senator  will  be  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  and  he  can  work  on  this  matter 
also. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  There  are  two  ques¬ 
tions.  First,  there  is  the  amount  of 
money,  and  then,  there  are  the  desperate 
needed  reforms  on  the  structure  of  the 
program.  I  am  not  enthusiastic  about 
pumping  unlimited  amounts  of  money 
into  the  food  stamp  structure  we  have 
now.  We  have  too  many  flaws  to  be  cor¬ 
rected  than  simply  putting  in  more 
money.  But  on  the  basis  of  the  assurance 
of  the  Senator  that  we  can  make  an  ef¬ 
fective  bite  in  cooperation  with  the  House 
both  in  the  structure  of  the  program  and 
to  provide  supplemental  appropriations 
in  a  very  short  time  to  cover  these  needs, 
I  would  be  inclined  not  to  press  for  a 
rollcall  vote  here  today  but  I  think  we 
should  have  a  short  quorum  call  so  that 
Senators  can  be  consulted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  assure  the  Senator 
I  will  do  the  best  I  can.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  learned  the  bill  will  be  taken  up 
tomorrow.  I  am  hopeful  we  can  get  the 
defense  bill  out  of  the  way  so  I  can  pro¬ 
ceed  and  get  the  conference  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  far  as  the  Senator 
from  Florida  is  concerned,  he  would  hope 
his  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  would 
make  provision  on  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  and  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
perfectly  willing  to  relinquish  his  own 
post  on  that  committee  because  he  wants 
nothing  less  than  the  most  that  can  be 
done  to  sustain  programs  the  Senate 
voted.  But  he  reiterates,  and  this  is  the 
main  point,  nothing  you  do  to  this 
bill  today  by  way  of  putting  it  off  does 
anything  but  hurt  the  programs  that  are 
put  off.  It  does  not  help  the  food  stamp 
program.  I  am  willing  to  step  off  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  in  favor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  if  that  would 
expedite  the  matter  in  any  way.  I  say 
that  to  my  distinguished  chairman  as  a 
matter  of  trying  to  cooperate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will  see  to  it  that 
the  Senator  is  on  the  conference. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  Iris  assurance. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  That  was  not  my 
purpose  in  rising  but  I  do  appreciate  the 
statement  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  this 
is  postponed,  it  postpones  action  on 
money  necessary  to  run  the  school  lunch 
program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Another  program  that 
would  be  jeopardized  is  the  Public  Law 
480  program.  It  can  be  financed  but  in 
the  event  of  a  shortage  of  funds  it  would 
have  to  be  financed  out  of  CCC  funds, 
whiclf  would  do  nothing  but  cripple  the 
agricultural  program  of  the  Nation.  So 
many  points  can  be  made  in  favor  of 
clearing  this  bill  immediately.  Anything 
that  holds  up  the  conference  report  does 
nothing  but  hurt  the  various  programs 
contained  in  this  conference  report. 

I  think  the  Senator  understands  that 
and  agrees  with  it. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  argument  but  as  I  indicated 
earlier,  before  I  make  a  final  decision 
about  withdrawing  the  original  sugges¬ 
tion  I  made  for  a  rollcall  vote  on  this 
matter,  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  mat¬ 
ter  with  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York  who  is  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Nutrition  and 
Human  Needs,  and  others  who  have  been 
very  much  concerned  about  this  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  remarks  I  had  prepared  for 
today  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  McGovern 

Nearly  two  years  ago.  In  1968,  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  created  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Nutrition  and  Human 
Needs.  We  did  so  because  a  majority  of  the 
Senate  had  for  the  first  time  become  aware 
of  the  strong  probability  that  hunger  was  a 
more  serious  problem  in  America  than  we 
had  realized.  No  Senator  could  really  accept 
even  the  suspicion  that  many  of  his  fellow 
citizens  and  especially  little  children  might 
be  suffering  from  malnutrition  when  we  are 
all  so  well-fed.  So  we  created  a  committee 
to  learn  the  facts. 

The  facts  were  established.  Fifteen  million 
Americans  were  hungry  in  1968,  as  nearly  as 
we  could  estimate  on  the  basis  of  the  best 
available  evidence.  And  the  Senate  responded 
by  passing  a  Food  Stamp  reform  bill  in  Sep¬ 
tember  of  1969  to  end  this  tragic  and  need¬ 
less  suffering.  We  also  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $1.75  billion  to  finance  a  better 
anti-hunger  effort. 

But  for  reasons  too  confusing  for  me  to 
understand,  our  brothers  in  the  other  body 
of  this  Congress  have  not  acted  to  reform 
the  food  asistance  program.  Furthermore, 
they  authorized  appropriations  at  only  $1.25 
billion — a  half  billion  dollars  below  the  Sen¬ 
ate  appropriations.  And  I  learned  last  night 
through  the  courtesy  of  Senator  Holland  and 
Senator  Ellender,  that  the  House  conferees 
refused  to  compromise  even  to  the  extent  of 
$1.  They  said  either  take  $1.25  billion  or  we 
will  not  agree  to  sign  the  conference  docu¬ 
ment.  And  so,  believing  this  to  be  the  best 
figure  possible,  the  conferees  of  the  Senate 
acquiesced. 

I  am  saddened,  shocked,  and  puzzled  by 
this  action  of  the  Conference.  I  have  spent 
a  restless  night  pondering  on  what  could  be 
done. 

I  have  concluded  that  I  must  consider 
voting  to  reject  the  Conference  Report  so 
that  we  can  seek  a  better  remedy  for  the 
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cries  of  the  hungry  in  our  land.  We  may 
have  to  reject  this  conference  and  urge  our 
brothers  in  the  other  body  to  agree  to  ap¬ 
propriate  the  funds  that  are  actually  needed 
for  the  program  this  year.  I  have  carefully 
and  conservatively  estimated  the  cost  of  the 
program  for  this  fiscal  year  as  $1.65  billion. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  an  average  monthly 
increase  of  3%.  Thi3  is  a  conservative  esti¬ 
mate  because  the  actual  average  increase  in 
the  program  through  the  first  six  months  of 
this  year  has  been  8%.  An  appropriation  of 
$1.65  billion  would  permit  several  million 
more  persons  to  join  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  and  keep  us  moving  toward  our  imme¬ 
diate  goal  of  15  million  citizens.  , 

We  can  remind  our  friends  in  the  other 
body  that  last  week,  the  Senate  saved  the 
Nation  $290  million  in  the  next  fiscal  year 
"by  striking  this  amount  for  the  SST.  This 
goes  most  of  the  way  toward  providing  the 
$400  million  which  I  suggest  the  House  add 
to  its  present  food  appropriation  of  $1.25 
billion  in  order  to  meet  the  real  need  of 
$1.65  billion.  Several  million  hungry  Ameri¬ 
cans  depend  on  it. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  the  subject  of  the  debate. 
There  are  many  cases  in  which  you  have 
to  “break  eggs”  to  get  a  result.  I  know 
the  Senator  is  not  concerned  about  the 
fact  that  we  are  often  told  in  connection 
with  bills  that,  ‘‘If  you  do  not  do  this 
you  will  lose  everything.”  Sometimes 
Senators  have  to  run  that  risk. 

What  makes  me  sympathetic  to  the 
question  put  to  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  (Mr.  Ellender)  is,  first,  his  high 
character.  He  does  not  give  assurances 
unless  he  is  going  to  deliver  to  the  best 
of  his  ability.  Second,  there  will  be  an 
opportunity  for  a  supplemental  and  this 
is  not  the  end  of  the  road  for  us.  There¬ 
fore,  we  do  have  to  take  seriously  what  is 
said  here — that,  if  we  go  so  far  and  can 
go  no  further,  then  the  entire  matter  will 
be  jeopardized.  But  if  you  go  so  far  and 
it  would  be  possible  to  go  further,  and 
there  is  an  assurance  such  as  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  (Mr.  Ellender)  has 
given,  that  is  a  different  matter. 

I  am  sympathetic  to  the  attitude  the 
Senator  has  taken  and  I,  too,  would  wel¬ 
come  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
matter. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senator  requests  or  suggests  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum,  I  wish  to  bring  up 
one  point.  In  this  bill  there  is  a  substan¬ 
tial  increase  which  would  go  into  effect 
at  once  in  connection  with  food  nutri¬ 
tion  generally.  The  amount  provided,  I 
am  told  by  the  clerk,  is  $48.5  million 
additional  for  the  employment  of  nutri¬ 
tion  aides  to  teach,  assist,  and  disssimate 
information  regaining  proper  nutrition¬ 
al  habits  in  the  buying  and  preparation 
of  food.  That  total  amount  has  not  been 
able  to  be  utilized  and  will  not  be  until 
this  bill  is  passed.  There  are  other  in¬ 
creases  affecting  nutrition  in  this  bill 
which  go  into  effect  as  soon  as  the  Presi¬ 
dent  signs  it.  Any  holdup  in  the  bill  will 
also  jeopardize  them.  I  have  not  sug¬ 
gested  we  are  risking  everything  by  put¬ 
ting  this  off.  I  am  stating  that  every  pro¬ 
gram  in  this  bill  is  delayed  by  the  failure 
to  approve  the  conference  report  which 
has  been  approved  by  the  House  and 
which  has  been  awaiting  approval  since 
July  9  when  we  passed  our  bill;  and  I 
hate  to  think  of  an  additional  delay  be¬ 
ing  caused  by  doing  something  I  think 
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does  not  help  at  all  in  untying  the  real 
Gordian  knot,  and  that  is  getting  an  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  food  stamp  program, 
which  is  the  real  problem  ahead  of  us- 

I  have  already  offered  before  the  Sen¬ 
ator  came  to  the  Chamber  to  withdraw 
from  the  conference,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  if  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
wishes  me  to,  in  favor  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  who  I  believe  is  the 
junior  member  on  our  side  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I 
do  not  think  I  could  do  any  more  than 
that  so  that  his  view's  may  be  heard  in 
conference. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  I  would  like  to  confer  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  but  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  should  not 
lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  conference 
report  is  woefully  inadequate  in  view'  of 
the  facts  and  experience. 

I  take,  as  an  example,  the  city  of 
New  York.  For  a  time,  in  the  beginning, 
all  one  had  to  do  to  get  on  welfare  was 
to  file  his  owm  statement.  Anyone  who 
applied  could  get  $2,000  or  $3,000  in  ben¬ 
efits,  but  in  order  to  get  $200  or  $300  in 
food  stamp  bonuses  you  had  to  stand 
in  a  long  line,  come  back  and  stand  in 
another  long  line,  and  usually  it  took  on 
the  average  of  2  or  3  days  just  to  fill  out 
the  forms. 

Then,  in  September  in  New  York  they 
said  that  those  on  welfare  could  by  a  * 
similar  statement  go  into  the  food  stamp 
program  and  in  1  month  they  put  400,000 
persons  on  the  food  stamp  program  in 
New  York. 

Since  January  South  Carolina  has 
added  100,000  people  to  the  food  stamp 
program.  As  of  the  beginning  of  Septem¬ 
ber  the  8.2  million  figure  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  only  brought  home 
the  actual  facts  that  two-thirds  of  those 
who  are  eligible  for  food  stamps  have 
received  them.  Mr.  President,  you  cannot 
belie  the  facts. 

You  can  have  cost  overruns  with  the 
military  and  make  settlements  and 
agreements  with  corporations,  but  some¬ 
how  when  the  human  element  is  in¬ 
volved  the  overrun  is  disregarded.  You 
never  want  to  provide. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  shows  1 
that  we  were  expending  in  the  month  of 
October — and  that  was  the  only  official 
figure — at  the  rate  of  $100  million  in 
excess  of  what  has  been  provided  for  in 
food  stamp  authorization.  This  appro¬ 
priation  bill  will  only  provide  for  only 
2  months. 

But  if  we  are  going  to  get  an  authori¬ 
zation  bill  that  provides  adequately  for 
the  food  stamp  program,  we  have  to  do 
substantially  better. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  certanly  do  not  in 
any  respect  contradict  any  of  the  state¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina.  I  just  want  him  to  understand,  how 
ever,  that  the  real  problem  here  is  the 
passage  of  a  food  stamp  authorization 
bill,  and  there  is  going  to  be  the  real 
problem,  because  no  more  money  can  be 


made  available,  no  matter  how  great  the 
need  may  be,  until  we  have  an  authori¬ 
zation  program  that  is  substantially 
larger  than  that  which  now  exists. 

The  point  that  I  have  made  over  and 
over  again — and  I  know  it  to  be  true — 
is  that  nothing  we  can  do  here  by  way 
of  holding  up  these  other  programs, 
every  one  of  which  has  some  importance, 
and  some  of  them  have  great  impor¬ 
tance,  will  hasten  the  completion  of  a 
large  food  stamp  authorization  bill.  That 
is  the  real  problem.  That  is  the  problem 
the  Senator  should  be  addressing  himself 
to,  and  all  of  us  should  address  ourselves 
to.  It  is  a  problem  I  have  tried  to  ad¬ 
dress  myself  to  in  offering  to  withdraw 
from  the  Agriculture-Forestry  confer¬ 
ees  in  favor  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  so  that  he  might  have  the  as¬ 
surance  that  his  views  would  be  com¬ 
pletely  understood  by  all  conferees.  But 
what  is  suggested  now — to  put  off  this 
long  overdue  appropriation  for  many 
vital  programs — simply  hurts  all  those 
vital  programs.  It  does  not  unravel  the 
real  knot,  which  is,  How  do  we  get  a  good 
food  stamp  authorization  bill,  with  the 
differences  between  the  House  bill,  ready 
to  be  considered  now,  and  the  Senate 
bill,  which  was  passed  last  year? 

My  own  feeling  is  that  we  have  just 
got  to  put  that  first.  That  is  the  real 
problem.  We  have  to  get  a  food  stamp 
authorization  bill.  We  do  not  make  prog¬ 
ress  toward  that  end,  nor  do  anything 
else,  I  think,  but  irritate  the  conferees 
on  the  other  side,  by  holding  up  pro¬ 
grams  which  the  whole  Nation  needs  and 
wants,  and  which  the  Senate  is  for,  and 
which  the  Senator  from  Florida  is  for, 
and  which  every  Senator  is  for,  because 
we  have  all  voted  for  them.  That  is  what 
we  do  when  we  postpone  adoption  of  this 
conference  report. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  a 
while  ago  spoke  words  of  great  wisdom 
when  he  called  attention  to  the  fact  that 
just  as  soon  as  the  House  passes  the  food 
stamp  bill,  today,  tomorrow,  or  whenever 
they  pass  it,  we  will  go  into  conference. 
It  is  in  that  conference  that  the  problems 
are  to  be  resolved.  There  is  going  to  be  a 
supplemental  bill  passed  probably  the 
last  day  we  are  in  session.  There  will  be 
a  new  supplemental  bill  in  January  or 
February,  after  Congress  convenes. 

The  point  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
made  is  that  any  enlargement  of  any 
food  stamp  bill  reflected  in  a  better  or  a 
bigger  authorization  bill  can  go  into 
either  the  last  supplemental  bill  of  this 
session  or  the  first  supplemental  bill  of 
the  next  session.  But  in  the  meanwhile 
why  hold  up  all  the  other  programs  that 
are  involved  in  this  conference  report — 
school  lunch,  Public  Law  480,  and  vai’ious 
other  programs  which  are  encompassed 
within  the  bill?  For  example,  better  staff¬ 
ing  of  insecticide  laboratories  is  in¬ 
cluded.  We  provide  for  five  insecticide 
laboratories  which  are  not  completed.  I 
happen  to  know  of  one  in  my  own  State, 
which  was  completed  in  January  1969, 
and  which  is  not  yet  staffed — at  a  time 
when  we  are  talking  about  pollution  and 
the  great  effect  upon  pollution  problems 
of  knowledge,  use,  and  control  of  better 
insecticides.  All  these  and  many  others 
are  in  this  conference  report. 

The  point  is,  let  us  get  on  with  this 


bill  and  at  the  same  time  let  us  get  on 
with  the  adoption  of  a  better  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill.  What  we  do  here  may  worsen 
rather  than  help  speed  work  toward  an 
authorization  bill  which  will  more  nearly 
meet  views  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  and  the  vast  majority  of  Sen¬ 
ators  present. 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President,  no  one 
wants  to  be  an  obstructionist  and  no  one 
wants  to  hold  up  other  programs  to  force 
upon  others  the  will  of  a  minority,  but 
we  have  not  had  our  view  felt  and  cer¬ 
tainly  we  have  not  taken  a  realistic  ap¬ 
proach,  toward  feeding  the  hungry.  So 
when  the  Senator  speaks  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  staffing  insecticide  laboratories, 
he  really  tempts  me.  If  I  could  hold  up 
anything  for  the  hungry  I  would  cer¬ 
tainly  hold  up  staffing  insecticide  labora¬ 
tories.  I  would  willingly  vote  on  that 
question  in  the  Senate.  But  we  should 
not  promise  our  action  in  the  context  of 
House  maneuvering  and  politics  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  session.  I  have  not 
taken  care  of  the  problem.  The  President 
of  the  United  States,  on  December  29, 
said  that  he  was  going  to  make  certain 
that  every  needy  and  hungry  child  in 
America  was  going  to  receive  a  low-cost 
lunch  by  Thanksgiving.  Thanksgiving 
has  gone  by  and  no  tiling  has  been  done. 
Why?  Because  we  put  our  attention  on 
insecticide  laboratories,  Public  Law  480. 
commodity  surpluses,  and  all  the  other 
facets  of  agriculture,  to  the  detriment  of 
the  fundamental  problem  underlying  our 
society. 

I  am  trying  to  get  the  attention  of  the 
Senate,  and  the  attention  of  Members  of 
the  House  particularly.  It  may  be  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  and  the 
Senator  from  New  York  are  right  that 
this  may  be  the  only  way  to  do  it.  If  the 
Senator  thinks  we  can  come  back  and  get 
an  appropriation  in  60  days,  that  is  fine, 
but  let  us  not  call  this  a  good  or  realistic 
bill  in  light  of  the  needs  of  this  country. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  proceed¬ 
ed  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  3  to  the  aforesaid  bill,  and 
concur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and 
inserted  by  said  amendment,  insert  “$4,580,- 
000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
Senate  amendment  No.  3. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  1  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  table  reflecting  the  con- 
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ference  amounts  for  all  of  the  food  as-  also  shows  the  amount  of  increase  over  There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
sistance  programs  administered  by  the  the  1970  level  for  each  of  the  individual  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
Department  of  Agriculture.  This  table  programs.  as  follows: 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE-FOOD  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 
[Program  level  dollars  in  thousands! 


Program 


A.  Child  nutrition  program: 

1.  Cash  grants  to  States: 

(a)  School  lunch  (sec.  4). . . . 

(b)  Free  and  reduced  price  lunches . . 

(c)  School  breakfast . . . . 

(d)  Nonfood  assistance _ _ 

(e)  State  administrative  expenses. . . 

(f)  Nonschool  food  program _ _ 

(g)  Nutrition  training  and  surveys _ 

Total,  cash  grants . . . . 

2.  Commodities  to  States . . . . 

3.  Federal  operating  expenses.. . .... 

Total,  child  nutrition  program. . 

B.  Special  milk  program: 

1.  Milk  (direct  appropriation) . . . . 

2.  Special  sec.  32  funds  used  for  milk  program _ 

3.  Administrative  expenses. ......t . . 

Total,  special  milk  program . . . 

Total,  child  nutrition  and  special  milk  programs 

C.  Family  feeding  program: 

1.  Food  stamp  program _ 

2.  Direct  distribution  to  families: 

(a)  Section  32  commodities _ _ 

(b)  Financial  assistance  to  States _ .... 

(c)  Federal  direct  operation  at  local  level _ 

(d)  Section  416 . . . . 

Total,  direct  distribution  to  families _ 

3.  Nutrition  supplement . . . . . 

Total,  family  feeding _ 

D.  Direct  distribution  to  institutions _ 

E.  Nutrition  education  program . . . 

Total,  food  assistance  program . 


Fisca:  yer 
1969 

Fiscal  year 
1970i 

Fiscal  year 
1971  budget 
estimates 

Fiscal  year 
1971  House 
bill 

Fiscal  year 
1971  Senate 
bill 

Fiscal  year 
1971  confer¬ 
ence  action 

Conference 
action 
(+ or-)  1970 

$162, 034 

54, 000 

3,  500 
748 

$168, 041 
134, 800 
12, 000 
15, 000 

$225,  000 
356, 400 
15,  000 
15,  000 

$169, 721 
200, 000 
15,  000 
17, 500 

$225, 000 
356,  400 
15, 000 
15,  000 

$225, 000 
356,  400 
15,  000 
15,000 

+$56,  959 
+221,600 
+3, 000 

153 

5  3, 244 

2,750 
•  13,  572 

3,500 
a  12, 000 

750  . 

2,750 
s  15,  000 

3,  500 
«  12, 000 
750 

3,500 
*  12,000 
750 

+750 

-1,572 

+750 

223, 679 
292, 107 
3,995 

346, 163 
230, 205 
5, 282 

627, 650 
264,  465 

6,  442 

419, 971 
264,  465 
5,542 

627, 650 
264, 465 
6,442 

627,650 
264, 465 
6,442 

+281, 487 
+34, 260 
+1, 160 

519, 781 

581, 650 

898,  557 

689, 978 

898,  557 

898,  557 

+316,  907 

102, 048 

83,  814 
20r000 
686 

103, 314 

103, 314 

103,314 

+19,  500 
-20, 000 

629 

686 

686 

686 

102,677 

104,000 

104, 000 

104, 000 

104,  000 

-500 

622, 458 

685, 650 

898,  557 

793, 978 

1, 002, 557 

1, 002,  557 

+316, 907 

250, 981 

610, 000 

1, 250, 000 

1, 250, 000 

1, 750, 000 

1, 420,  000 

+810,  000 

192, 668 

4, 154 

1,  300 

182, 015 
16, 000 
2,318  . 

160,  300 
19, 700 

160,  300 
19,  700 

160,  300 
19, 700 

160,  300 
19, 700 

-21,715 
+3, 700 
-2,318 
+30, 803 

79,278 

61,942 

92, 745 

92,745 

92, 745 

92,  745 

277, 400 
.  ,  8,317 

262, 275 
33, 000 

2h,  745 

40,000 

272, 745 
40, 000 

272,745 
40, 000 

272,745 
40,  000 

+10, 470 
+7,  000 

536,  698 
32, 227 

9, 948 

905,  275 
12,  889 
30, 000 

1,  562,  745 
26,  416 
50, 230 

1,  562, 745 
26,416 
50, 230 

2, 062,745 
26,416 
50, 230 

1, 732, 745 
26, 416 
50,230 

+1, 830, 027 
+13,  527 
+20, 230 

1,  201,  332 

1, 633,  814 

*  2,  537, 948 

2,433, 369 

3,141,948 

2, 811, 948 

+1, 178, 134 

i  Reflects  approval  of  Public  Law  91-207  (Mar.  12,  1970)  to  provide  additional  funds  for  child  ■  Includes  budget  amendment  of  $216,579,000  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  July  1,  1970,  too 
nutrition  program.  late  to  be  considered  by  the  House. 

3  Excludes  balances  carried  forward  to  succeeding  year. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  compara¬ 
tive  statement  on  appropriations  showing 
the  new  budget  obligational  authority 
for  fiscal  1970,  with  comparisons  for 


fiscal  1971  in  the  budget,  in  the  House 
bill,  in  the  Senate  bill,  and  the  amount 
agreed  by  the  conferees  for  each  appro¬ 
priation  item  in  the  agricultural  appro¬ 


priation  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  CONFEREE  RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATIONAL)  AUTHORITY  FOR  1970,  BUDGET  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN 

THE  HOUSE  AND  SENATE  BILLS  FOR  1971 


[Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  "appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


Agency  and  title 
(1) 


TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research: 


Direct  appropriation . 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 . . 

$142,  886,  200 
(15,  000,  000) 

$141, 437, 200 
(15,  000,  000) 

$146, 143,  200 
(15,  000,  000) 

$160, 446, 200 
(15,  000,  000) 

$151,633,  000 
(15,  000,  000) 

+$8,746,800  +$10,195,800 

( . — - )  ( . - . ) 

+$5, 489,  800 

( . — -> 

-$8,813,200 

( . --) 

Total,  research _ 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and 

pest  control _ _ 

Special  fund  (reappropriation)... 

(157,  886,  200) 

97, 393, 750 

2,  000,  000 

(156, 437, 200) 

98, 763,750 
(2, 000,  000) 

(161,  143, 200) 

98, 619,750 
(2,  000,  000) 

(175, 446, 200) 

99, 369, 750 
(2, 000,  000) 

(166, 633,  000) 

98, 619, 750 
(2,  000,  000) 

(+8, 746,  800)  (+10, 195, 800) 

+1,  226,  000  -144,  000  . 

-2,000,000  _ _ _ 

(+5, 489,  800) 

(-8,  813, 200) 

-750,  000 

Total,  salaries  and  expenses... 
Salaries  and  expenses  (special  foreign 
currency  program) _ _ 

242, 279, 950 

5, 000,  000 

240,  200, 950 

5,  000,  000 

244,762, 950 

5,  000,  000 

259,  815,950 

5,  000,  000 

250, 252, 750 

5,000,000  .. 

+7, 972,  800 

+10,  051,  800 

+5, 489,  800 

-9,  563, 200 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

247, 279, 950 

245,  200, 950 

249, 762, 950 

264,  815,950 

255,  252, 750 

+7,972,  800 

+10, 051,  800 

+5, 489, 800 

-9,  563, 200 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  Pay¬ 
ments  and  expenses . 

62,1540, 000 

72,535,000 

65, 076, 000 

69, 826, 000 

68, 476, 000 

+5, 836, 000 

-4,  059, 000 

+3, 400,  000 

-1,350,000 

Budget 

New  budget 

estimates 

(obligational) 

of  new 

New  budget 

New  budget 

New  budget 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (— )  conferee 

authority 

(obligational) 

(obligational) 

(obligational) 

(obligational) 

recommendations  compared  with— 

enacted  to 

authority, 

authority 

authority 

authority - 

date,  fiscal 

fiscal  year 

recommended 

recommended 

recommended 

1971 

1971 

19701 

1971 

in  House  bill 

in  Senate  bill 

by  conferees 

1970  1971  budget  House  bill 

Senate  bill 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7)  (8)  (9) 

(10) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  CONFSREE  RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  NEW  BUDGET  (OBLIGATION AL)  AUTHORITY  FOR 
BUDGET  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED  IN  THE  HOUSE  AND  SENATE  BILLS  FOR  1971— Continued 


1970, 


[Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  “appropriations”  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
enacted  to 

Budget 
estimates 
of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 

New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
by  conferees 

(6) 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (-)  Conferee 
recommendations  compared  with— 

Agency  and  title 

(0) 

date,  fiscal 
1970  i 

(2) 

fiscal  year 
1971 

(3) 

recommended 
in  House  bill 

(4) 

recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

(5) 

1970 

0) 

1971  budget 

(8) 

1973 
House  bill 

(9) 

1971 
Senate  bill 

(10) 

Extension  Service: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
Retirement  and  employees’  compen¬ 
sation  for  extension  agents- .  . 
Penalty  mail... . . 

.  $114,  006,  000 

.  —10  240, 000 

3,  400,  000 

4,  088,  000 

$150,  431,  000 

13,  515,  000 
3,  617,  000 

$140,031,  000 

13,  515,  000 
3. 617,  000 
4, 188,  000 

$150,431,  000 

12, 932,  600 

3,  617,  000 

4,  188,  000 

$140,  031,  000 

12, 932,  600 
3,  617,  000 

+$26,  025,  000 

+2,  692,  600 
+217, 000 

-$10,400,  000 

-582,  400 

-$582,400  .. 

-?10, 400, 000 

4, 188,  000 

+100,  000 

-40,  000 

Total,  Extension  Service.  _ 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service:  Salaries  and 
expenses . . .  .......  _ 

131,  734,  000 

1,  648, 000 

171,791,  000 

1,  689,  000 

161,  351,  000 

1, 649,  000 

171, 168,  600 

1,  684,  000 

160,  768,  600 

1, 684,  000 

+29,  034,  600 

+36,  000 

-11,  022,400 

-5,000 

-582,400 

+35,  000  . 

-10,400,000 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations... 

River  basin  surveys  and  investigations. 

Watershed  planning _  . 

Watershed  works  of  improvement... 

Flood  prevention . .  . 

Great  Pains  conservation  program _ 

Resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment _ _ 

131,736,000 

8,  839, 000 

6,  750, 000 
66,  232, 000 
24, 738, 000 
15,417, 000 

10,  825, 000 

128,  467,  000 
9,  043, 000 
5,  434,  000 
74,  278, 000 
21,037,000 
15,  355, 000 

-  13,  876, 000 

128,  557, 000 
9, 043, 000 
6,  698, 000 
74,  278, 000 
21,037,000 
15,355,000 

13,  876, 000 

128, 457, 000 
9, 043, 000 

5,  434, 000 
76, 000, 000 
21, 037,  000 

128,  507, 000 
9,  043, 000 
6,  066, 000 
76, 000, 000 
21,037,000 

-3,  229, 000 
+204, 000 
-684, 000 
+9,  668, 000 

+40,  000 

+632, 000 
+1,  722, 000 

-50, 000 

-632, 000 
+1,  722, 000 

+50,000 

+632,"  000 

-3,  701,  000 

16,  355, 000 

14,  676, 000 

15,  855, 000 

14,  276, 000 

+438,000 

+3,  451, 000 

+500,000 

+400, 000 

+500, 000 

+400, 000 

-500,000 

-400,  000 

Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service.. 

264,  637, 000 

267, 490, 000 

268,  844,  000 

271,002, 000 

270,  784, 000 

+6, 147, 000 

+3, 294, 000 

+1, 940,  000 

-218, 000 

Economic  Research  Service:  Salaries  and 

expenses _ _ 

Statistical  Reporting  Service:  Salaries  and 
expenses. . . .  ... 

14, 962,  000 

16, 892,  800 

16,  228, 000 

17,  749, 800 

14,  592,  000 

17,716,  800 

16,  228,  000 
17,  874,  800 ' 

14, 926,  000 

17,  796,  800 

-36,  000 

+904,  000 

-1,  302,  000 

+47,  000 

+334,  000 

+80,  000 

-1,  302,  000 

-78,  000 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and 

regulatory  programs _ _ 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. . 

137, 957,  500 
1, 600,  000 

149,  247, 000 
1,  600,  000 

149,  247, 000 
1,  600,  000 

159,  247,  000 

149,  247, 000 

+11,289,  500 

-10.000,000 
—75,  000 

1, 750,  000 

1,  675,  000 

+75,  000 

+75,  000 

+75,000 

Total,  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service _ _ _  .  ... 

139,  557,  500 

150,  847,  000 

150, 847,  000 

160, 997,  000 

150, 922,  000 

+11,  364,  500 

+75,  000 

+75,  000 

-10,075,  000 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service: 

Special  milk  program _ 

Child  nutrition  programs: 

Direct  appropriation.  ..  . 
Transfer  from  sec.  32 _ 

2  84,  000,  000  . 

122,  500,  000 
(194,  266,  000) 

301, 974,  000 
(238,  358,  000) 

104,  000,  000 

90, 395,  000 
(238,  358,  000) 

104,  000,  000 

301,974,  000 
(238, 350,  000) 

104,  000,  000 

301,974,  000 
(238, 358,  000) 

+20,  000,  000 

+179,  474,  000 
(+44,  092,  000) 

+104,  000,  000 

+211,579,000  . 

Total,  child  nutrition  programs 
Food  stamp  program _  . 

■')  (316, 766,  000) 
596,  963,  000 

(540,  332,  000) 
1, 250,  000,  000 

*  (328, 753,  000) 
1,250,  000,  000 

(540,  332,  000) 
1,750,  000,000 

(540,  332,  000) 
1,  420,  000,  000 

(+223,  566,  000) 
823,  037, 000 

- | 

4-170,  000,  000 

(+211,579,  000) 
+170,  000,  000  - 

-330, 000,  000 

Total,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service.  .. 

803, 463,  000 

1,551,974,  000 

1,444  395  000 

2, 155, 974,  000 

1,825,  974,000 

+1,  022,  511,  000 

+274,  000,  000 

+381,  579,  000  - 

-330,  000,  000 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 _  .. 

23,  562,  000 
(3, 117,  000) 

24, 773,  000 
(3, 117,  000) 

24,  023,  000 
(3, 117,000) 

24,773,000 
(3, 117,  000) 

24,  273,  000 
(3,117,000) 

+711,  000 

-500,  000 

+250,  000 

-500,  000 

Total,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service.. 
Commodity  Exchange  Authority:  Salaries 
and  expenses _ _ _  .  . . 

(26,  679,  000) 

2,  491, 000 

(27,  890,  000) 

2,  552,  000 

(27, 140,  000) 

2,  552,  000 

(27,  890,  000) 

2, 552, 000 

(27,  390,  000) 

2, 552,  000 

(+711,000) 

+61,000  . 

(-500,  000) 

(+250,  000) 

(-500,  000) 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service: 

Expenses.  ASCS: 

Direct  appropriation 

Transfer  from  CCC_  . . 

153, 000, 000 
(63, 782,  000) 

135, 466, 000 
(68, 779, 000) 

152,690,000 
(68, 779,  000) 

150,  000, 000 
(68,  779, 000) 

150,  000, 000 
(68, 779, 000) 

-3,  000,  000 
(+4,997,000)  . 

+14,  534,000 

-2,690,000  . 

Total,  expenses,  ASCS _  . 

Sugar  Act  program _  ... 

Agricultural  conservation  program: 
Advance  authorization  (contract 

authorization) . 

Liquidation  of  contract  authoriza¬ 
tion _ _ 

Cropland  adjustment  program.  _ 

Conservation  reserve  program.  ._  .. 

(216,782, 000) 
93,  000,  000 

195, 500,  000 

(195, 500,  000) 
77,  200,  000 
37, 250,  000 

(204, 245,  000) 
83, 600,  000 

(185,000, 000) 

(221,  469, 000) 

'  83, 600,  000 

195,  500, 000 

(185,  000, 000) 

(218,779, 0001 
83,600,  000 

190, 000,  000 

(185, 000, 000) 

(218,  779, 000) 
83, 600,  000 

195,500,000  . 

(185,  000, 000) 

(+1,997,000)  (+14,534,000) 
-9,  400;  000  _ 

- _ _  +195,500,000  . 

(-10,500.0001.. 

(-2,690, 000)..  _ 

+5,  500, 000 

77,  800, 000 

77, 800,  000 

77,  800,  000 

77, 800,  000 

-f-600,  000 
-36  650  000 

37,250 

Emergency  conservation  measures _ 

Indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers. 

5, 000, 000 
200, 000 

5,  000,  000 

5,  000, 000 

5, 000, 000 

5, 000, 000  . 

500, 000 

250, 000 

+50, 000 

+250,  000 

+250, 000 

-250, 000 

Total,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  _ 

561, 150,000 

301,866, 000 

514,  590,  000 

506, 900, 000 

512,150,000 

+49,  000, 000 

+210, 284, 000 

-2,  440,  000 

+5, 250, 000 

Rural  Community  Development  Service: 
Salaries  and  expenses. . 

450,000  . 

230,  000 

-450,  000 

-230,000  ... 

-2,966,000  .... 

+80,000 

Office  of  the  inspector  General:  Salaries 

and  expenses.  _ 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses... 

Office  of  the  Genera!  Counsel :  Salaries  and 

expenses _ _ 

Office  of  Information:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses _ _  _ 

15, 069, 000 

3.  508,  650 

5,  656,  500 

15,  846, 000 

3,  748, 000 

5, 657,  000 

15, 378,000 

3,508,650 

5,  657, 000 

» 12,  412, 000 

3,  748, 000 

5, 657, 000 

»  12,  412,  000 

3,  588,  650 

5, 657, 000 

-2, 657, 000 

+80, 000 

+500  . 

-3,434,000 

-159,  350 

-159,  350 

2,  297, 000 

2, 256, 000 

2,  256, 000 

2,  256, 000 

2, 256, 000 

-41,000  . 

National  Agricultural  Library: 

Salaries  and  expenses 

Library  facilities _ 

3,  446, 750 

3,914,750 
800,  000  . 

3, 614, 750 

3,914,750 

3, 764,  750 

+318,  000 

-150,000 
-800,  000  . 

+150, 000 

-150,000 

Total,  National  Agricultural  Library. 

3,  446,  750 

4,714,  750 

3,614,750 

3,914,750 

3,  764, 750 

+318,  000 

-950, 000 

+150,000 

-150,000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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(Note— All  amounts  are  in  the  form  of  "appropriations"  unless  otherwise  indicated] 


Agency  and  title 

CD 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
enacted  to 
date,  fiscal 
1970  1 

(2) 


Budget 
estimates 
of  new 
(obligational) 
authority, 
fiscal  year 
1971 

(3) 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
_  authority 
recommended 
in  House  bill 

(4) 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority 
recommended 
in  Senate  bill 

(5) 


New  budget 
(obligational) 
authority  - 
recommended 
by  conferees 

(6) 


Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (— )  Conferee 
recommendations  compared  with— 


1970 

(7) 


1971  budget 

(8) 


1973 
House  bill 

(9) 


1971 
Senate  bill 

(10) 


TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES— Cont, 

Office  of  Management  Services:  Salaries 

and  expenses _  $3,274,000  $3,518,000 

General  administration:  Salaries  and  ex-  _ _ 

pauses _ . _  5,263,000  6,041,000 


$3,  384,  000 
5,  559,  000 


$3,  459, 000 
6, 058, 000 


$3, 459,  000 
6,  058, 000 


+$185,000 
+795, 000 


-$59,000 
+17, 000 


+$75, 000 
+499, 000 


Total,  title  I,  general  activities .  2,308,982,150  2,866,476,500  2,954,986,150  3,701,300,  100  3,342,754,  550  +1,033,772,400  +476,278,050  +387,768,400  -$358,  5  45,550 

TITLE  II — CREDIT  AGENCIES 


Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

Loan  authorizations: 

Electrification _ _ .  340,000,000 

Telephone _  123,300,000 

Contingency  reserve . . . . . . 


322, 000, 000 
123, 800, 000 


322,000,000  352,000,000  337,000,000  -3,000,000  +15,000,000  +15,000,000  -15,000,000 

123,800,000  138,800,000  128,800,000  +5,500,000  +5,000,000  +5,000,000  -10,000,000 

20,000,000  . . . .  -20,000,000  . 


Total,  loans  (authorization  to 

spend  debt  receipts)  463, 300, 000  445, 800, 000  465, 800, 000  490, 800, 000  465, 800, 000  +2,  500, 000 

Salaries  and  expenses .  14, 834, 000  14, 623,  000  14, 613, 000  14,  896, 000  14, 613, 000  -  221, 000 


+20,  000,  000  .  -25,  000,  000 

-10,000  .... .  -283,000 


Total,  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration . . . .  478,134,000 


460,423,000  480,413,  000  505,696,000  480,413,000  +2,279,000  -19,990,000  .  -25,283,000 


Farmers  Home  Administration: 
Direct  loan  account: 


Real  estate  loans .  (83, 000, 000)  (45,  500,  000)  (83, 000, 000) 

Operating  loans _ _ _  (275,  000,  000)  (275, 

-  —  *  —  — n  nnn\ 


Soil  conservation  loans. 


(8, 700,  000) 


000,000)  (275,000,000) 
(6;  400, 000)  (8, 700,  000) 


(123, 000, 000) 
(275, 000, 000) 
(8, 700,  000) 


(103,  000,  000)  (+20,  000,  000)  (+57,  500,  000)  (+20,  000,  000)  (-20,  000,  000) 

(2" . 


(275,  000, 000) 

(8,700,000) .  (+2,300,000) 


Total,  direct  loan  account .  (366,700,000)  (326,900,000)  (366,700,000)  (406,700,000)  (386,700,000) 

Rural  housing: 


(+20,000,000)  (+59,800,000)  (+20,000,000)  (-20,000,000) 


Direct  appropriation . 

Emergency  credit  revolving  fund _ 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants. 
Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor. 

Mutual  and  self-help  housing . 

Self-help  housing  land  development 

fund . . . 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Direct  appropriation . . 

Transfer  from  agricultural  credit 

insurance  fund _ _ 

Miscellaneous  transfer _ 


(30, 000,  000) 

(19,  000, 000) 
334,  000 

(30,  000,  000) 
334, 000 

(19, 000,  000) 
334,  000 

(19, 000, 000) 
334,  000 

31,918,000  .. 
46,  000,  000 

2,  500,  000 

2, 125, 000 

24, 000, 000 

2,  500,  000 

1, 250,  000 

100,  000,  000 
2,500, 000 

2, 125,  000 

100,  000,  000 

2, 500,  000 
775, 000 

100, 000, 000 
2, 500, 000 
775,  000 

1, 000, 000 

600, 000 

1,  000,  000 

400,  000 

400, 000 

71, 450, 000 

85, 091,  000 

81, 150, 000 

87, 250, 000 

86,  000,  000 

(2, 250,  000) 
(500, 000) 

(2, 250,  000) 
(500,  000) 

(3, 250, 000) 
(500,  000) 

(2, 250, 000) 
(500, 000) 

(2,250*000). 
(500,  000) 

+334,  000 
-31,918,  000 
+54,  000,  000 


-1,350,  000 
-600, 000 
+14,  550,  000 


+76,  000,  000  . .... . 

"”-475,'666""-i,"356,'666'"II”"”I"II 

-200,000  -600,000  . . 

+909,000  +4,850,000  -1,250,000 


Total,  salaries  and  expenses _  (74,200,000)  (87,841,000)  (84,900,000)  (90,000,000)  (88,750,  000) 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration .  154,993,000  113,775,000  187,109,000  191,259,000  190,009,000 


(+14,550,000)  (+909,000)  (+3,850,000)  (-1,250,000) 

+35,016,000  +76,234,000  +2,900,000  -1,250,000 


Total,  title  II,  credit  agencies.. 
TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation: 

Appropriation . . . -  12,000,000 

Premium  income . .  (2,339,000) 


633.127,000  574,198,000  667,522,000  696,955,000  670,422,000  +37,295,000  +96,224,000  +2,900,000  -26,533,000 


12, 000, 000 

(2,  335,  000) 


12, 000, 000 

(2,  335, 000) 


12,  000, 000 

(2,  335,000) 


12,000,000  . 

(2, 335, 000) 


(-4,000). 


Total,  administrative  and  operating 

expenses . .  (14,339,000)  (14,335,000)  (14,335,000)  (14,335,000)  (14,335,000)  (-4,000). 

Subscription  to  capital  stock . .  10,000,000  - - - - - . . - .  —10,000,000  . 


Total,  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Corporation _  22, 000, 000 


12,000,000  12,000,000  12,000,000  12,000,000  -10,000,000 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized 
losses* 

Appropriation. .  4,198,237,000  3,363,155,000  3,113,  155,000  3,363,155,000  3,363,155,000  -835,082,000  . +250,000,000 

Liquidation  of  contract  authority.  .(1, 017, 697, 000) . . . . . . . (— 1, 017, 697, 000) . . . . . 


Total  appropriation  . (5, 215, 934, 000)(3,  363, 155, 000)(3, 113, 155, 000)(3, 363, 155, 000)(3, 363, 155, 000)(— 1, 852, 779, 000) . (+250, 000, 000). 

Limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 
penses .  (32,000,000)  (36,500,000)  (36,500,000)  (36,500,000)  (36,500,000)  (+4,500,000) . 


Public  Law  480: 

Sales,  title  1 .  420,000,000  526,100,000 

Donations,  title  II . . .  500, 000, 000  406,  400, 000 


411, 100,  000 
291, 400, 000 


411,  100,  000 
291, 400,  000 


411,100,000  -  8,900,000  -115,000,000 

291,400,000  -  208,600,000  -115,000,000 


Total,  Public  Law  480.. . .  920,  000, 000  932,  500,  000 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental 
stockpile .  1, 250, 000  25, 000 


702, 500, 000 
25, 000 


702,  500, 000 
25,000 


702, 500, 000  -  217,  500,  000  -230, 000, 000 

25,000  -1,225,000  . . 


Total,  new  budget  (obligational) 

authority,  title  III,  Corporations-  5, 141,487,000  4,307,680,000  3,827,680,000  4,077,680,000  4,077,680,000  -1,063,807,000  -230,000,000  +250,000,000  . 


TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 

Farm  Credit  Administration:  Limitation  on 
administrative  expenses . .  (3, 839, 000) 


(4,226,000)  (4,054,000)  (4,226,000)  (4,204,000)  (+365,000)  (-22,000)  (+150,000)  (-22,000) 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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[Amounts  in  dollars] 


Budget 

New  budget  estimates 

(obligational)  of  new  New  budget  New  budget  New  budget  Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (-)  Conferee 

authority  (obligational)  (obligational)  (obligational)  (obligational)  recommendations  compared  with- 

enacted  to  authority,  authority  authority  authority  — - - — — _ ___________ 

date,  fiscal  fiscal  year  recommended  recommended  recommended  1973  1971 

Agency  and  title  1970 «  1971  in  House  bill  in  Senate  bill  by  conferees  1970  1971  budget  House  bill  Senate  bill 

0»  (* 1 2 3 4)  <3)  W  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8)  (9)  (10) 


RECAPITULATION 


Title  I :  General  activities . . .  2,308,982,150  2,866,476,500  2,954,986,150  3,701,300,100  3,342,754,550  4-1,033,772,400  +476  278  050  +387  768  400  -3M  Mb  bsu 

Title  II:  Credit  agencies .  633,127,000  574,198,000  667,522,000  696,955,000  670,422,000  +37,295,  000  +96  224  000  +2  900  000  -26  533  M0 

Title  111:  Corporations.. .  5,141,487,000  4,307,680,000  3,827,680,000  4,077,680,000  4,077,680,000  -1. 063!  807  000  -230’000’MO  +250  000  OOO  ’  ’ 

Title  IV:  Related  agencies .  (3, 839,  M0)  (4,226, 1M)  (4,054,000)  (4,226,000)  (4,204,000)  (+365,000)]  (-22,000)  (+150,000)  "(-22,000) 

Total,  New  budget  (obligational) 

authority' . . .  8,083,596,150  7,748,354,500  7,450,188,150  8,475,935,100  8,090,856,550  +7,260,400  +342,  502,050  +640,668,400  —385,078,550 

Consisting  of— 

1.  Appropriations .  7,422,796,150  7,302,  554,500  6,788,888,150  7,795,  135, 1M  7,429,556,550  +6,760,400  +127,  M2, 050  +640  668  4M  —365  578  550 

2.  Reappropriations .  2,  MO,  000  . .  —2,000,000  ’ 

3.  Contract  authorizations.  ’"c  c'w'  ’"c  r""  """  """  """  '"r  — 

4.  Authorizations  to  spend 

from  debt  receipts... 

Memoranda: 

1.  Appropriations  to  liqui¬ 

date  contract  author¬ 
izations . 

2.  Appropriations,  includ¬ 

ing  appropriations  to 
liquidate  contract  au¬ 
thority . 

3.  Transfers  from  sec.  32.. 

4.  Transfer  from  CCC .  63, 782, 000  68, 779, 000  68, 779,  M0  68,  779, 000  68, 779, 000  +4,'  997!  000 

Total,  new  budget 
(obligational)  au¬ 
thority .  8,083,596,150  7,748,354,500  7,450,188,150  8, 475, 935, 1M  8,090,856,550  +7,260,400  +342,502,050  +640,668,400  —385,078,550 

Less:  Loan  repayments. 

Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  » .  156,600,000  167, 3M,  000  167,300,000  167,300,000  167, 300,  M0  +10,700,000  . 

Net  total,  new  budget  (ob¬ 
ligational)  authority .  7,926,996,150  7, 581,054,  5M  7,282,888,150  8,308,635,100  7, 923,  556,  550  -  3,439,600  +342,502,050  +  640,668,400  -  385,078,550 


2!  mo!  mo 

195,  500, 000 

1 1  ovt,  "vv 

195,  500,  000 

/,  1  U,  k\J\J  / 

190,  000, 000 

463,  300, 0M 

445,  800, 000 

465, 800, 000 

490, 800,  0M 

.  1,213,197,000 

185,  M0, 000 

185, 000, 000 

185,  000, 000 

.  8,635,993,150 
.  212,383,000 

63, 782, 000 

7,487,  554,  500 
256, 475, 000 
68, 779,  M0 

6, 973, 888, 150 
256, 475,000 
68, 779,  M0 

7,980,135,100  ; 
256, 475,000 
68,779,000 

•  Includes  adjustments  for  transfers  authorized  in  the  indefinite  portion  of  the  2d  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act  for  financing  increased  pay  costs  under  Public  Law  91-231. 

2  An  additional  $100,000,000  was  provided  in  the  1970  Appropriation  Act  from  sec.  32,  perma¬ 
nent  appropriation,  which  included  $20,000,000  for  special  milk. 

•  A  n  additional  $30,000,000  was  provided  by  Public  Law  91-207,  approved  Mar.  12, 1970,  from 
sec.  32,  permanent  appropriation. 

•  A  budget  amendment  for  an  additional  $216,579,000  was  submitted  directly  to  the  Senate. 
'In  addition,  $3,434,000 is  available  by  transfer  from  food  stamp  appropriation. 

•In  addition,  there  is  permanent  indefinite  contract  authority  (budget  authority  established 


under  basic  law)  of  $440,756,000  in  the  1971  budget  and  Senate  bill,  and  $690, 756, MO  in  the 
House  bill.  For  fiscal  year  1970  none  is  required. 

1  Note— Does  not  include  interest  receipts  under  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  esti¬ 
mated  at  $116,100,000  in  1970  and  $119,300,000  in  1971  that  are  covered  into  miscellaneous  re¬ 
ceipts  of  the  Treasury. 

*  Deducting  REA  loan  repayments  from  these  totals  has  the  effect  of  converting  these  figures  to 
a  basis  comparable  with  the  treatment  of  all  other  major  loan  programs  in  the  Federal  budget. 
Other  loan  programs  operated  through  revolving  funds  net  loan  repayments  against  budget  out¬ 
lays,  whereas  REA  loan  repayments  are  covered  into  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Has  full  action  now 
been  completed  upon  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  and  all  of  the  amendments  re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  that  the  Senate 
reconsider  the  action  by  which  it  has 
agreed  to  the  conference  report  and  con¬ 
curred  in  the  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1971 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bilLAH.R.  19590)  making  appro- 
priations^for  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  theifscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Gnjfti water)  .  The  question  is  on  agreeing 
tar  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 


Arkansas  to  the  bill  (H.R.  19590  TSmaking 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  endingVune 
30, 1971,  and  for  other  purposes.  \ 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order?  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  we  proceed  to  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  substance  of  the  amendment, 
I  want  to  say  a  few  words  in  commenda¬ 
tion  of  the  distinguished  acting  chairman 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  this  bill  prohibiting  the  use  of 
Defense  Department  funds  to  pay  for 
Vietnamese  or  Thai  operations  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Cambodian  or  Laotian  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
this  provision  was  not  in  the  House  bill, 
but  it  is  in  the  Senate  bill;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator.  I  am  very  pleased  indeed  that 
the  committee  has  put  that  provision  in 
the  bill,  and  I  hope  very  much  that  in 


conference  the  Senator  will  be  able  to 
retain  it,  because  it  is  my  understanding, 
judging  from  the  attitude  of  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  that 
they  are  not  very  sympathetic  to  it. 

Again,  the  Cooper-Church  amendment 
sof  last  year  prohibiting  the  sending  of 
ground  troops  into  Laos  and  Thailand 
has  been  expanded  to  include  Cambodia, 
if  iNmderstand  the  bill  correctly;  is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FtXLBRIGHT.  Again,  I  think  the 
Senator  and  the  committee  ought  to  be 
commendedVor  following  the  clear  and 
express  intend  of  the  Senate  in  this  re¬ 
spect.  \ 

I  believe  the  committee  also  eliminated 
the  $30-million  ithm  in  the  House  bill 
for  the  International  Fighter,  another 
matter  which  has  been  debated  at  con¬ 
siderable  length  in  the  Senate;  is  that  not 
correct?  \ 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  isScorrect. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  And  tne  committee 
retained  the  Mansfield  amendment  of 
last  year,  the  language  requiring.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  research  to  be  relevant 
to  a  military  function?  \ 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  This  was  restored 
in  the  bill?  \ 
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Ir.  ELLENDER.  It  is  in  the  bill. 
l*.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  these 
are  atl  actions  for  which  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  frsgn  Louisiana  deserves  great  credit 
and  theWmmendation  of  the  Senate,  be¬ 
cause  he  nas  done  a  very  good  job  in  all 
these  instances  in  retaining  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  tHp  majority  opinion  of  the 
Senate  itself. 

Mr.  President  reverting  now  to  the 
substance  of  myv  own  amendment  to 
illustrate  one  of  \he  points  I  made 
earlier — I  regret  thavypn  this  bill,  which 
involves  more  than  $6&\billion,  when  the 
distinguished  chairman  presented  it  and 
when  I  offered  an  amendment,  I  counted 
the  Senators  present,  an<3\  there  were 
five. 

It  seems  that  whenever  we  have  a  bill 
involving  as  much  as  $66  billioiiKwe  can 
usually  expect  to  have  about  fivK  Sen¬ 
ators  listening  to  the  presentation  of 
the  chairman.  If  it  is  a  bill  involving  only 
a  little  item  like  $290  million  for  tr 
SST,  I  think  on  that  we  had  70  Sen¬ 
ators  present,  all  intensely  interested,  as 
though  it  involved  the  whole  Treasury 
of  the  United  States.  But  the  bigger  the 
bill,  the  less  attention  is  given  to  it. 
That  has  been  a  standing  tradition  in 
both  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Senate.  I  remember  in  the  House 
once  we  passed  what  was  in  those  days 
the  largest  bill  ever  passed,  which  was, 
back  in  the  1940’s,  in  the  amount  of  $30 
billion;  and  I  believe  it  passed  in  ap¬ 
proximately  20  minutes,  as  I  recall,  with¬ 
out  debate.  So  this  is  nothing  new,  in 
either  the  House  or  the  Senate,  and  it  is 
certainly  no  reflection  upon  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee.  He  presented  a 
very  good  statement  and,  as  I  have  said, 
I  approve  of  most  of  the  things  he  has 
done  with  this  measure,  with  this  one 
exception  as  to  public  relations. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  here  an  illustra¬ 
tion  of  just  how  far  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  goes  in  brainwashing  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  in  the  guise  of  an  informa¬ 
tion  program. 

This  is  a  film  catalog  of  the  Army’s 
“Big  Picture”  series,  issued  in  the  fall 
of  1969.  The  catalog  is  32-plus  pages  long. 
Judging  from  -the  numbers,  I  estimate 
there  are  some  400  films  or  television 
programs  listed.  These  do  not  even  show 
up  in  the  regular  public  relations  budge]; 
for  which  the  committee  is  allowing  %i 
million.  These  are  the  types  of  things  mat 
are  made  for  what  they  call  “internal 
information,”  and  are  allocated  and  paid 
for  from  funds  for  internal  information 
programs.  Yet,  on  the  very  fir/t  page  it 
is  quite  clear  that  these  ai y  made  not 
only  for  that  but  also  for  public  distribu¬ 
tion.  I  will  read  one  paragraph  contained 
in  “General  Information/: 

Routine  distribution  of  “The  Big  Picture” 
is  divided  into  two  main  phases — primary 
showings  and  secondly  showings." 

Primary  showings' are  made  to  members 
of  the  Army  through  the  Command  Infor¬ 
mation  Program  tx  each  installation — 

They  are  a  captive  audience.  They  have 
to  look  at  the  films — 

At  the  same  time,  primary  showings  are 
seen  over/television  stations  throughout  the 
U.S.,  ajm  Armed  Forces  television  outlets 
overseas.  These  stations  present  the  series 
as  a^public  sendee  offering  each  week  for  the 

/ 
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Armed  Forces  and  the  American  public.  To 
provide  adequate  distribution,  films  are  ro¬ 
tated  among  the  stations  using  the  series. 

Following  these  primary  showings,  second¬ 
ary  showings  are  then  available.  Included 
in  secondary  showings  are  additional  Army 
unit  desiring  films  for  use  in  Command  In¬ 
formation  Programs,  civilian  schools,  public 
groups  and  professional  and  civic  organiza¬ 
tions. 

In  other  words,  here  is  a  vast  educa¬ 
tion  program — paid  for  by  the  funds  in 
this  bill  for  internal  information  pro¬ 
grams — designed  to  persuade  the  people 
of  the  United  States  to  certain  points 
of  view,  especially  about  foreign  policy 
questions. 

I  submit,  as  I  have  said  many  times 
in  the  past,  that  it  is  not  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  military  to  educate  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  this  country  about  highly  con¬ 
troversial  political  matters.  Yet,  this  is 
done.  No  other  facility  in  the  United 
States  is  comparable  in  extent  and  cost 
to  this. 

I  read  just  a  few  of  the  types  of  films 
]hey  have  in  this  one  series.  These  are 
n-y  short  synopses  prepared  by  the 
An<jy  about  their  own  films.  This  is  one: 

sJ36:  Vietnam  Crucible.  “Vietnam  Cru¬ 
cible”''^  a  report  to  the  American  soldier 
Army  activities  in  Vietnam.  This  Big  Picture 
presentation  portrays  the  civilian  as  welt  as 
the  military  situation  in  the  Republic  of 
Vietnam. 

Many  of  th^films  are  devoted'to  Viet¬ 
nam,  but  somexio  not  seem  tor  be  about 
anything  that  has^any  direcjnrelation  to 
the  military. 

Here  are  some  others : 

.TV  705:  Tire  Army’s  Sfiifet  Infantry  Divi¬ 
sion  routs  the  terror  aiuiNsuffering  imposed 
by  the  Viet  Cong  on  tjfe  cozens  of  a  Viet¬ 
namese  village. 

TV  695:  A  nation^  builds.  Introduced  by 
Vice  President  Hubert  H.  Humhpfcey  and  nar¬ 
rated  by  film  star  John  WayneVthis  film 
traces  the  dramatic  efforts  of  the  people  of 
Vietnam  who  are  struggling  to  build  sanation 
under  the  fipfe  of  Communism. 

Here  a  report  of  the  U.S.  Armj\in 
South  America  helping  the  people 
Bolivia  and  Peru.  In  view  of  what  has\ 
happened  in  Peru,  I  wonder  whether 
these  films  are  having  the  desired  effect 
ill Peru. 

A  report  of  the  United  States  Army  in 
South  America,  helping  the  people  of  Bolivia 
and  Peru  map  the  peaks  at  the  roof  of  the 
world  and  training  their  special  forces  units 
in  guerrilla  warfare. 

And  more : 

TV  681:  The  Army  in  Taiwan.  The  advice, 
assistance  and  training  given  the  armed 
forces  of  Taiwan  by  the  United  States  Army 
is  reported  in  graphic  detail. 

TV  680 :  The  Unique  War.  The  story  of  the 
American  soldier’s  struggle  to  build  a 
nation  at  the  grass  roots  level — the  two  faces 
of  the  war  in  Vietnam,  narrated  by  Glenn 
Ford. 

Apparently,  many  use  Hollywood 
talent  to  present  a  case  which  in  many 
instances  should  be,  I  think,  entirely  out¬ 
side  the  jurisdiction  and  responsibility 
of  the  military.  _ 

The  committee  has  included  in  the  bill 
the  provision  that  research  projects  must 
be  relevant  to  a  military  purpose,  and  I 
congratulate  them  for  doing  that.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  many  of  these  information  or 


public  relations  affairs  have  no  direct 
relation  to  the  military,  except  the  func-/ 
tion  of  obtaining  more  money  from  Cor 
gress  for  the  purpose  of  financing  wl 
ever  program  they  are  interested  iiy 

TV  676:  The  New  First  Team.  Thfe  film 
dramatically  portrays  the  long  ana  proud 
battle  record  of  a  unit  which  has /made  the 
transition  from  horse  cavalry  to  sxy  cavalry. 

That  is  a  most  important  project.  Here 
it  is  1969,  and  a  TV  film  shows  the  tran¬ 
sition  from  horse  cavalnrto  sky  cavalry. 
I  wonder  what  milit^  purpose  that 
serves. 

These  are  available  not  just  for  the 
military  but  also  tar  any  civic  club  or  any 
high  school.  The^atalog  tells  you  how  to 
telephone  the  local  office,  and  you  can  get 
any  of  these  films  free  of  charge. 

Here  is  another  one,  TV  675,  entitled 
“Your  Military  Neighbor.”  This  is  their 
descriptic 

TV  675:  Your  Military  Neighbor.  The  Army 
is  ofteji  called  upon  to  assist  the  civilian  com¬ 
munity  during  times  of  emergency.  “Your 
Military  Neighbor”  is  the  story  of  this  assist¬ 
ance  and  the  soldier  who  is  active  in  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  community. 

TV  674:  Vietnam  Report.  This  film  ex¬ 
plains  why  Americans  are  in  Vietnam  and 
how  the  American  fighting  man  is  dedicated 
to  helping  the  free  people  of  Vietnam  to  pro¬ 
tect  their  freedom. 

Mr.  President,  this  reminds  me  of  a 
film  which  has  been  much  discussed  in 
recent  years,  entitled  “Why  Vietnam?”, 
a  different  film  from  any  of  those  I  men¬ 
tioned.  This  description  reads: 

Outlines  U.S.  policy  with  respect  to  Viet¬ 
nam  as  stated  to  the  Nation. 

I  mention  this  film  because  it  com¬ 
pletely  distorts  the  facts  as  to  how  we 
got  into  this  war.  I  want  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  it  now  because,  apparently,  we 
are  about  to  become  involved  in  Cam¬ 
bodia  in  much  the  same  way  as  we  be¬ 
came  involved  in  Vietnam. 

The  point  is  that  the  films  are  all 
made  with  Government  money,  paid  for 
by  the  taxpayers,  for  the  purpose  of  what 
they  call  informing,  but  I  would  call  it 
sthe  brainwashing  of  the  American  peo- 
Je  about  many  of  our  Government’s 
policies. 

ae  USIA  is  specifically  forbidden  to 
brainwash  the  American  people.  The 
USIA  inakes  films  of  many  things  but 
they  ar ^restricted  for  use  only  in  for¬ 
eign  countries.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  ap¬ 
prove  of  a  mt  the  USIA  does,  but  as  long 
as  they  are  olfiy  misleading  foreign  peo¬ 
ple  about  our  policies,  that  is  one  thing, 
but  for  us  to  finance  our  own  depart¬ 
ments  to  misleaa\the  American  people, 
I  believe  is  the  height  of  idiocy.  I  do  not 
think  we  should  allow  them  to  do. 

These  films  are  maakin  the  Pentagon 
and  distributed  throughout  the  United 
States  free  of  charge — that  is,  free  to  the 
recipient,  but  not  free  to  the  taxpayers. 
They  disguise  this  operation\by  calling 
it  “troop  information.”  Well  if  it  is  troop 
information,  w'hy  does  the  pamphlet  say 
these  are  all  available  to  civic  clubs  and 
high  schools  or  to  anyone  else  who  wants 
them,  and  free  of  charge? 

Also,  they  urge  television  stations 
use  them  and  many  of  the  smaller  ones 
like  to  use  them  as  fillers.  What  they 
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Public  Law  91-566 
91st  Congress,  H.  R.  17923 
December  22,  1970 


I  2in  3ct 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1971,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  tl\e 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971,  and  for  other  purposes; 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
)  Agricultural  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating  to 
production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and  consumer  use,  to  con- 
trol  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform 
related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided ,  That 
appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109 :  Provided  further ,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only : 
Provided  further ,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2250,  for  the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair 
of  buildings  and  improvements,  hut  unless  otherwise  provided,  the 
cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting 
greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,  except  for  six  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $55,000  each,  and  the 
cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
>$7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
,%reater:  Prodded  further ,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facilities 
at  Beltsville,  Maryland :  Provided  further ,  That  the  limitations  on 
construction  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $350,000 
for  construction  of  a  post-mortem  and  incinerator  facility  for  animal 
disease  and  parasite  research : 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural  marketing  and  dis¬ 
tribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home  economics  or  nutrition 
and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and  associated  products;  and  related 
research  and  services;  and  for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation, 
exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100; 
$151,633,000,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935, 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation,  except  that  $200,000  of  the 
foregoing  amount  shall  be  available  for  matching  with  funds 
utilized  for  research  on  cottonseed  proteins  under  Public  Law 
89-502,  and  $4,580,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for 
plans,  construction,  and  improvement  of  facilities  without  regard  to 
limitations  contained  herein :  Provided ,  That  the  limitations  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to 
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carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  I'.S.C.  118a)  :  Prodded  J 
further.  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1972  of  more  than 
$15,000,000  for  research  to  be  financed  by  transfer  from  funds  avail-  i 
able  under  section  82  of  the  Act  of  August  24.  1985.  and  pursuant  to  ; 
Public  Law  88-250 :  Prodded  further.  That  none  of  the  funds  appro-  j 
priated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for 
fiscal  1972  of  less  than  the  amount  required  to  conduct  the  pesticides  j 
research  program  as  authorized  pursuant  to  Public  Laws  88-573 
and  89-316; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and  I 
measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests 
and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine,  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  includ-  I 
ing  expenses  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended 
(21  F.S.C.  114b-c),  $98,619,750,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects,  plant  diseases  and  ani-  ! 
mal  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions^  i 
Prodded.  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a\ I 
brucellosis  eradication  program  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does 
not  require  minimum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  cen¬ 
tum:  Provided  further.  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the 
agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Department-  such  sums  as  he  may  deem 
necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuro¬ 
pneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or 
European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses 
in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and 
any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the 
next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts: 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subprofessional  and 
junior  scientific  help  to  lie  employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative 
agreements  to  strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field, 
not  more  than  $2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head 
for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  he  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  programs  in 
the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  ' 
merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries^.! 
and  expenses,  Research". 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  United 
States  for  market  development  research  authorized  by  section  104 
(b)  (1)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research  and  other  functions 
related  thereto  authorized  by  section  104(b)(3)  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1704(b)  (1),  (3)),  $5,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Prodded,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  addition  to 
other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments  in  the  forego¬ 
ing  currencies:  Provided  further ,  That  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry 
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out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments 
in  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225) ,  as  amended  by  5  U.S.C.  3109. 


Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for  grants  for 
cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facilities,  and  for  other 
expenses,  including  $61,390,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act 
approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  adminis¬ 
tration  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture ;  $4,412,000  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  approved 
October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a — 582a-7),  $2,000,000,  in  addition  to 
“  funds  otherwise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for  scientific 
/esearch  under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (7  U.S.C.  450i),  of  which 
$1,000,000  shall  be  for  the  special  cotton  research  program  and  $400,000 
for  soybean  research;  $160,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887, 
as  amended;  and  $514,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act.  of  1944 
(7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109 ;  in  all,  $68,476,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WTORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  for  coopera¬ 
tive  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and 
the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349) ,  to  be  distributed  under 
sections  3(b)  and  3(c)  of  the  Act,  $89,321,000 ;  payments  for  the  nutri¬ 
tion  education  program  for  low-income  areas  under  section  3(d)  of 
die  Act,  $48,560,000;  payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under 
Jection  204(b)-205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,450,000 ;  and  payments  for  extension  vmrk  under 
section  109  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C.  329),  $700,000;  in 
all,  $140,03i,000:  Provided ,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant 
to  section  3(c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any 
State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non- 
Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  employees’  compensation  costs  for  extension  agents : 
For  cost  of  employer's  share  of  Federal  retirement  and  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  benefits  paid  from  the  Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for 
cooperative  extension  employees,  $12,932,600. 

Penalty  mail :  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,617,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5, 1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension 
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aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627),  and  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Education  Act,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  June  20,  1968  (7  U.S.C.  329),  and  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of  the 
Department  and  the  several  States  and  insular  possessions,  $4,188,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2,  1926  (7 
44  stat.  802.  U.S.C.  451—457),  and  for  conducting  research  relating  to  the  economic 
and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,684,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Ac 
49  stat.  163.  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of 
conservation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil 
and  water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such 
special  measures  for  soil  and  water  management  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reservoirs  and  to  control  agricul¬ 
tural  related  pollutants)  ;  operation  of  conservation  plant  materials 
centers ;  classification  and  mapping  of  soil ;  dissemination  of  informa¬ 
tion;  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and 
operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $128,507,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balance  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  pre¬ 
vious  fiscal  year  under  this  head:  Provided ,  That  Public  Law  40, 
Eighty-fourth  Congress,  making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1956,  and  for  other  purposes,  is  hereby  amended  by 
striking  out  the  period  following  the  last  proviso  in  the  section 
69  stat.  54.  entitled  ‘‘Flood  Prevention”,  substituting  a  comma  and  adding  the 
33  use  70lf-3.  following:  “and  where  the  Army  does  have  jurisdiction  and  respon¬ 
sibility,  may  enter  into  agreements  with  the  Army  to  carry  out  jointly 
the  measures  heretofore  set  out  and  in  areas  where  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  purchase  land  rights  for  structural  measures,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  lieu  of  such  acquisition,  may  reimburse  local  organizations 
for  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  land  rights  furnished  by^ 
local  organizations  as  the  Secretary  deems  equitable  in  consideration  of 
the  national  interest.”:  Provided  further ,  That  the  cost  of  any  per¬ 
manent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the 
cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting 
the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings 
acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes, 
shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that 
alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings 
costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 
building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government  :  Provided  further. 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  19,35  (16 
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U.S.C.  590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further ,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided  further ,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the 
technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

RIVER  BASIN  SURVEYS  AND  INVESTIGATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  research,  investigations  and  sur¬ 
veys  of  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other  waterways,  in  accordance 
with  section  6  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
approved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1006),  to  remain 
available  until  expended ;  $9,043,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  river  basin  survey  purposes :  Provided ,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
~Aentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) , 
-4nd  not  to  exceed  $60,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5 
U.S.C.  3109. 

“WATERSHED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investigations  and 
planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $6,066,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head : 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 


WATERSHED  WORKS  OF  IMPROVEMENT 

F or  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including, 
but  not  limited  to  research,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  culti¬ 
vation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
approved  August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1005,  1007- 
1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590 
A-f),  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $76,000,000,  with  which 
shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  protection 
purposes :  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109:  Provided 
further.  That  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  expended  for 
loans. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709,  16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works 
of  improvement,  including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to 
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the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7 
58  stat.  742.  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  under  5 

80  stat.  416.  U.S.C.  3109,  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $21,037,000,  with 

which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood  prevention 
purposes :  Provided ,  That  $400,000  of  funds  in  the  direct  loan  account 
of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  loans. 


GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
70  stat.  1115;  August  7, 1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p),  $15,855,000,  to  remain  available  until 
83  stat.  194.  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
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For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out  projects  fori 
resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for  sound  land  use,  pur-', 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f), 
$14,276,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended :  Provided .  That  $3,- 
300,000  of  the  funds  available  in  the  direct  loan  account  of  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  shall  be  available  for  loans  under  subtitle  A 
of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1922-1929),  and  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011(e)), 
to  remain  available  until  expended :  Provided  further ,  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 


Economic  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Service  in 
conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricul-( 
60  stat.  1087.  tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws, 
including  economics  of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices, 
income  and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of 
resources  in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  prospects  for  United 
States  exports,  progress  in  economic  development  and  its  relation  to 
sales  of  farm  products,  assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade 
statistics  and  analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  pro¬ 
grams  and  policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United 
States  farm  products;  $14,926,000:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than 
$350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price 
spread  between  the  farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further ,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
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2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109 :  Provided  further ,  That  not  less  that  $145,000 
of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full 
and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move 
farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Service  in  con¬ 
ducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  including  crop  and 
livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination  and  improvements,  and 
marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $17,796,800:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production  for 
other  than  the  commercial  crop :  Provided  further ,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
5  U.S.C.  3109. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 


CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to  consumer 
protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  and  regulatory 
programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by 
law,  and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States; 
including  field  employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109;  $149,247,000:  Provided ,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  law  (7  U.S.C.  2250)  for  the 
alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but,  unless  other¬ 
wise  jMOvided,  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  build¬ 
ing,  whichever  is  greater. 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623(b)),  $1,675,000. 


REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


(SECTION  32) 


Funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7 
U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  only  for  commodity  program  expenses  as 
authorized  therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for 
(1)  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8, 1956;  (2)  transfers  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  Act;  (3)  not  more  than  $3,084,000  for  formulation  and 
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administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1961 ;  and  (4)  in  addition  to  other  amounts  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  Act,  not  more  than  $186,058,000  (including  not  to  exceed 
$2,000,000  for  State  administrative  expenses)  for  (a)  child  feeding 
programs  and  nutritional  programs  authorized  by  law  in  the  School 
Lunch  Act  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act,  as  amended;  and  (b)  addi¬ 
tional  direct  distribution  or  other  programs,  without  regard  to 
whether  such  area  is  under  the  food  stamp  program  or  a  system  of 
direct  distribution,  to  provide,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  their 
place  of  permanent  residence,  either  directly  or  through  a  State  or 
local  welfare  agency,  an  adequate  diet  to  other  needy  children  and 
low-income  persons  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be 
suffering,  through  no  fault  of  their  own,  from  general  and  continued 
hunger  resulting  from  insufficient  food. 

Foon  and  Nutrition  Service 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Special 
Milk  Program,  as  authorized  by  section  3  of  the  Child  Nutrition  Act 
of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  1772),  $104,000,000:  Provided ,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts  author¬ 
ized  by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

CHILD  NUTRITION  PROGRAMS 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1761)  ;  Public  Law 
91-248  and  the  applicable  provisions  other  than  section  3  of  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1773-1785)  ;  Public  Law 
91-248,  $476,007,000,  of  which  $174,033,000  shall  be  derived  by  trans¬ 
fer  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  :  Provided.  That  of  the  foregoing  total  amount 
there  shall  be  available  $204,747,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy 
schoolchildren,  $12,000,000  for  the  school  breakfast  program,  $15,000,- 
000  for  the  nonfood  assistance  program,  $1,500,000  for  State  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  and  $12,000,000  for  special  food  service  programs 
for  children :  Provided  further.  That  funds  provided  herein  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended  in  accordance  with  section  3  of  tin 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended:  Provided'  further ,  That  n\  __ 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under 
section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended:  Provided 
further.  That  an  additional  $64,325,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  for  purchase  and  distribution  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended :  Provided  further.  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C. 
2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pursuant  to  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  $1,420,000,000:  Provided ,  That 
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this  appropriation  shall  be  available  only  within  the  limits  of  amounts 
authorized  by  law  for  fiscal  year  1971. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development  activities  abroad?  and  for 
enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 
Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  $24,273,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds 
contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics 
and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  informa¬ 
tion  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities 
'  n  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis :  Provided  further ,  That,  in  addi- 
,on,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32 
of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be 
merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses 
of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  l-17b),  $2,552,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate  and 
carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393) ;  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ;  sections  7  to  15, 16(a),  16(d), 
16(e),  16(f),  16 (i ) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q)  ;  subtitles  B  and 
J  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816) ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
$150,000,000:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $68,779,000 
may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed 
$30,228,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further ,  That  other  funds  made 
available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this 
appropriation :  Provided  f  urther ,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  or  made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation, 
except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other 
expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community  committees  established 
pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than 
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advisory  and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions 
prescribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1011-1161),  $83,600,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  section  7  to  15,  16(a)  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590g-590o,  590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United  States, 
$185,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  programs  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  lieae^,  I 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  Agencies  Appropria- 
tion  Acts,  1969  and  1970,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1968,  | 
to  December  31,  1970,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  none  of  the  funds 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses 
of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  information 
employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or 
supplying  of  information  at  tne  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  I 
Provided  further,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s 
program  may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 
for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3 (III), 
4(IV),  and  5(V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  > 
and  Wildlife  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United  States,  1956 :  Pro-  1 
vided  further ,  That  necessary  amounts  shall  be  available  for  adminis-  j 
trative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  administration 
of  the  1971  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices  and  pollution 
abatement  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29?  1936,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $195,500,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  partici¬ 
pants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  (f" 
the  community)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum*  ' 
of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other 
assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to 
exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal, 
State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same 
conditions:  Provided  further.  That  for  the  current  year's  program, 
$2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther.  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds, 
fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil- 
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terracing  services,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the 
Secretary  under  programs  provided  for  herein :  Provided  further.  That 
no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department, 
shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or 
travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the 
Act  entitled  ‘‘An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”, 
approved  August  2, 1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913, 
to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services 
or  other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of 
Congress  to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Con¬ 
gress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper 
official  channels. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 

DFor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  cropland  adjustment 
rogram  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965 
(7  U.S.C.  1838),  $77,800,000. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 

For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  funds  appropriated 
under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957, 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be 
merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated 
for  emergency  conservation  measures. 


INDEMNITY  PAYMENTS  TO  DAIRY  FARMERS 

For  necessary  expenses  involved  in  making  payments  to  dairy 
farmers  who  have  been  directed  to  remove  their  milk  from  commercial 
markets  because  it  contained  residues  of  chemicals  registered  and 
approved  for  use  by  the  Federal  Government,  $250,000:  Provided , 
That  none  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  make 
indemnity  payments  to  any  farmer  whose  milk  was  removed  from 
commercial  markets  as  a  result  of  his  willful  failure  to  follow  proce- 
yres  prescribed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General, 
including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed 
$10,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109,  $12,412,000,  and  in 
addition,  $3,434,000  shall  be  derived  by  transfer  from  appropriation, 
“Food  Stamp  Program”  and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field  employment 
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58  stat.  742.  pursuant  to  section  706 (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 

80  stat.  416.  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 

$3,588,650. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

F or  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the  use 
of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $5,657,000. 

Office  of  Information 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


34  Stat.  690. 


82  Stat.  1265. 
44  USC  1301. 

58  Stat.  742. 
80  Stat.  416. 


F or  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dissemi¬ 
nation  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  informa¬ 
tional  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Department, 
$2,256,000,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $612,000  may  be 
used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests  o® 
the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an  equal  proportion - 
of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available  to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out 
under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives, 
and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417) ,  and  not 
less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  part  2 
of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agri¬ 
culture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895 
(44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures 
or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109. 


National  Agricultural  Library 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Library, 
$3,764,750 :  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the.  .. 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shalf 
be  available  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109 :  Provided  further ,  J 
That  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  7  U.S.C.  2250 
for  the  alteration  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements. 


Office  of  Management  Services 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Management  Services 
to  provide  management  support  services  to  selected  agencies  and  offices 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,459,000. 


General  Administration 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  for  general  administration  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
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repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient 
work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for 
employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3100  $6,058,000:  Provided ,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for 
travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  5 
U.S.C.  551-558 :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this 
amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and  representation 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924) ,  as  follows : 


loan  authorization 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  said 
Act,  and  to  remain  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3(e)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram,  $337,000,000,  and  rural  telephone  program,  $128,800,000. 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225), 
and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  under  5  U.S.C.  3109, 
$14,613,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and  advances 
under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not  otherwise  available,  of 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C. 
1921),  as  amended,  may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers 
Dome  Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows :  real  estate  loans, 
$103,000,000,  and  operating  loans,  $275,000,000. 


RURAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE  FUND 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section  517  (m) 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  $19,000,000  shall  be  available 
from  funds  in  the  rural  housing  insurance  fund.  Hereafter,  farmer 
applicants  for  direct  or  insured  rural  housing  loans  shall  be  required 
to  provide  only  such  collateral  security  as  is  required  of  owners  of 
nonfarm  tracts. 

For  an  additional  amount  for  the  rural  housing  insurance  fund, 
as  authorized  by  section  521(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C. 
1490a  (c)),  $334,000. 
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RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)(2)  and  306(a)(6)  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1926) ,  $100,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 

For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations  for  hous¬ 
ing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486),  $2,500,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

MUTUAL  AND  SELF-HELP  HOUSING 

For  grants  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949  (42  TT.S.C.  1490c) ,  $775,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

SELF-HELP  HOUSING  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

For  direct  loans  pursuant  to  section  523(b)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C.  1490c)  and  related  advances,  $400,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  not 
otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  programs  authorized  by 
t he  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C. 
1921-1991),  as  amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949j  as 
amended  (42  I'.S.C.  147l-1490c,  83  Stat.  399),  the  Rural  Rehabilita¬ 
tion  Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40 
U.S.C.  440—444),  and  for  carrying  out  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  under  sections  235  and  236  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended  (12  U.S.C.  I715z-l7l5z-l) ,  and  section  701  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  461),  $86,000,000, 
together  with  not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309(e)  of 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  sections  514(b)  (3)  and  517 (i)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  of  which  not  more  than  $250,000  shall  be  available 
for  the  administration  of  Public  Law  91-229 :  Provided.  That,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various 
programs  administered  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (7  U.S.C.  2225) 
to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases:  Provided  further.  That 
no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  paragraph  may  be  used  to  administer  a 
program  which  makes  rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard 
to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Government 
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Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $12,000,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $2,335,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net  realized 
losses  sustained  in  prior  years  but  not  previously  reimbursed,  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  August  it,  1961  (15  U.S.C.  713a-ll,  7l3a-12),  in  the 
following  amounts:  fiscal  year  1968,  $249,998,669;  fiscal  year  1969, 
$3,113,156,331;  in  total,  $3,363,155,000:  Provided ,  That  no  funds 
appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer 
programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  title 
I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as  amended  to  any  nation  which 
sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials  or  commodi¬ 
ties,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by  a  Communist  regime. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $36,500,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation :  Provided ,  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to  expand  and 
strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  author¬ 
ity  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter:  Provided  further ,  That 
not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in 
reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times 
as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations :  Provided 
further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and  special 
services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not  including  other 
personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  prop¬ 
erty  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  9hall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  not  otherwise  recover¬ 
able,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon, 
under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1710,  1721-1725,  1731-1736d),  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  foreign  currencies  and  for  dollars  on  credit  terms 
pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $411,100,000;  and  (2)  commodities 
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supplied  in  connection  with  dispositions  abroad,  pursuant  to  title  II 
of  said  Act,  $291,400,000. 

BARTERED  MATERIALS  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 

For  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic  and  other 
materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural 
commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  May  28,  1956,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1856), 
$25,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


Not  to  exceed  $4,204,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses,  including  the  hire  of  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle. 


TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  six  hundred  and  sixty-two  (662)  passenger  motor 
vehicles,  of  which  four  hundred  and  fifty-six  (456)  shall  be  for 
replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  law 
(5  U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or 
any  division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be 
issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 


Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is 
available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities 
or  materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the 
Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 
August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427, 
1621-1629;  42  U.S.C.  1891-1893),  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in 
accordance  with  said  Acts. 
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Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
expressly  so  provided  herein. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1971". 

Approved  December  22,  1970. 
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